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AVERTISSEMENT 


Les Entretiens sur les sources de Plotin ont eu lieu du 21 au 
29 août 1957. Dix savants y prirent part. 

Parmi eux Richard Harder. Depuis longtemps il caressait 
l'idée d'une réunion de ce genre. Il y vint malgré son extrême 
fatigue. Il ignorait que la réalisation de son rêve marquerait la fin 
d'une vie consacrée en grande partie à Plotin: peu après les Entre- 
tiens, les participants apprirent avec douleur sa mort survenue le 
3 septembre 1957. Seule l'introduction de sa conférence a pu être 
reconstituée par M. H.-R. Schwyzer à l'aide de quelques feuillets 
manuscrits et des notes prises par le Père Henry. Ses interventions, 
enregistrées avec l’ensemble des discussions, ont été rédigées par 
MM. H.-R. Schwyzer et H. Dorrie. 

Le Pire Paul Henry et M. Pierre Hadot ont mis au point 
le texte des discussions, dont la longueur exceptionnelle exigeait 
quelques coupures et remaniements. M. Olof Gigon a établi l'index. 
M. Olivier Reverdin a assuré la publication de ce volume, le pre- 
mier à paraître apres la mort du Baron Hardt. 


KURD DE HARDT 
1889-1958 


A la fin de l'automne 1958, le Baron Hardt mettait an net 
le manuscrit de ce cinquième tome des Entretiens de Vandenvres. 
Il avait hate de le livrer à Vimprimeur. Sans doute pressentait-il 
l'approche de la mort, qu'il envisageait avec sérénité. 7/ dut entrer 
en clinique pour se soumettre à une opération. Le 29 novembre, il y 
rendait le dernier soupir. Une dalle très sobre recouvre aujourd bui 
sa tombe, sous les ombrages de La Chandoleine. 

Kurd de Hardt était né à Cassel le 7 décembre 1889. Dès le 
XVIe siècle, ses ancêtres avaient exercé les métiers de drapier et 
de négociant dans la petite ville de Lennep, en Rhénanie, avant de 
devenir banquiers à Berlin et propriétaires terriens. Son grand-père, 
Richard Hardt, avait été anobli en 1888. 

De l'aristocrate — il l'était au meilleur sens du mot — Kurd 
de Hardt avait la simplicité, la délicatesse, la distinction du cœur et 
de l'esprit. Allemand, il a vécu toute sa vie dans l’intime familiarité 
de la culture française et de la culture italienne, dont il avait assimilé 
les plus subtiles nuances. Le domaine anglais ne lui était pas étranger. 
Il était un Européen accompli. 

Ses gohts l'avaient tout d'abord orienté vers les arts. A Flo- 
rence, où il vécut entre les deux guerres, il s'était entouré de beaux 
meubles, de tableaux et de sculptures, de bibelots délicats, de tapis 
chatoyants, de livres rares, et il songeait à transformer en maison 
d'accueil pour les artistes la villa qu'il possédait au-dessus de Ja 
ville, sur une terrasse fleurie qu’ombrageaient des cyprès. 

La seconde guerre le ramena à Lugano, où il avait déjà vécu. 
En lui, nous l'avons dit, convergeaient les plus nobles traditions de 
l'Europe; et il voyait divisés, acharnés à se détruire, des peuples 
qu’il aimait, et qu'il savait héritiers d’une commune civilisation, 


XII 


comptables d'un même patrimoine artistique et spirituel. Il en souf- 
rait, et s’attachait de plus en plus à la Suisse, en qui les grandes 
cultures européennes ont trouvé un point d'équilibre et d'harmonie. 
La conscience qu'il avait de l'unité de notre civilisation le conduisit 
d'autre part tout naturellement à remonter aux sources gréco-latines. 

Le Baron Hardt n'était ni philologue, ni archéologue, mi 
historien. L? Antiquité, il ne l'avait pas apprise sur les bancs de 
l'Université, mais rencontrée au gré de ses réflexions sur le destin 
de l'Europe, à l'heure où les avions lächaient leurs bombes sur les 
villes meurtries. L’ayant rencontrée, il la découvrit et l'aima; 
l'ayant aimée, il voulut la servir ; renonçant à ses projets florentins, 
il décida de consacrer son patrimoine et le temps qu'il lui restait 
à vivre à promouvoir les études grecques et latines. 

De quelle manière? Longtemps, il chercha. Une évidence finit 
par s'imposer à son esprit: il lui fallait choisir un des hauts lieux 
de la civilisation européenne pour y établir l'institution à laquelle 
il songeait, et cela si possible en Suisse. C'est ainsi qu'en 1948 il 
arriva à Genève, descendit à l'hôtel, et se mit à explorer systéma- 
tiquement les environs. La région de Vandeuvres, avec ses paysages 
agrestes et silencieux, ses prés, ses grands arbres isolés, ses échappées 
sur le Mont-Blanc et les Alpes de Savoie, lui parut, mieux que 
toute autre, propice à son dessein. I] visita les propriétés à vendre. 
Son choix se porta sur La Chandoleine. TI la loua pendant un an, 
pour s'assurer à l'usage qu’elle convenait à ses intentions ; puis, 
en 1950, il la fit acheter par la Fondation Hardt, qu'il avait créte, 
et à laquelle il avait définitivement remis tout son patrimoine. 

Pourquoi ces détails? Parce qu'il importe de montrer avec quel 
raffinement, avec quel amour Kurd de Hardt a créé ce qu'il aimait 
à appeler l'œuvre de sa vie. Il voulait qu'à La Chandoleine, les 
savants de tous pays qui s'adonnent à l'étude de l'Antiquité. clas- 
sique trowassent un havre de silence, une retraite on tout leur parlât 
de beauté et d’harmonie, un lieu on ils pussent se rencontrer, comerser, 
méditer et travailler en paix. 

Son premier soin fut de rendre la maison et le parc aimables, 
accueillants. En 1952, il invitait sept humanistes — un Anglais, 
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um Ecossais, deux Français, un Hollandais, un Allemand, un 
Suisse — à des a Entretiens» sur la Notion du divin d’ Homère à 
Platon. Cinq autres Entretiens suivirent, de 1953 à 1958. 

La bibliothèque, cependant, prenait corps. Les communs furent 
aménagés pour la recevoir. Grâce à l'aide généreuse du gouvernement 
allemand, elle est devenue un des meilleurs instruments de travail 
dont disposent en Europe latinistes et bellénistes. Le Baron Hardt 
s’interessait tout spécialement à son développement. Jusque tard 
dans la nuit, insensible an froid de l'hiver, il déponillait des cata- 
logues, à la lueur de la lampe, et rédigeait les fiches des livres achetés. 

La Bollingen Foundation, à New-York, alloua à la Fonda- 
tion Hardt les subsides qui lui termirent de publier les exposés 
présentés au cours des Entretiens et les discussions subséquentes. 
Le succes de ces livres, à la publication desquels il vouait les soins 
des plus minutieux, furent pour le Baron Hardt une cause de joie 
très profonde. 

Ainsi, au cours des ans, prit naissance et se fortifia la Fondation 
Hardt. Son rayonnement alla grandissant. Les universités de Gat- 
tingue et de Genève conférèrent à Kurd de Hardt le titre de docteur 
honoris causa, manifestant par cette distinction la reconnaissance 
du monde savant. 

Ceux qui ont séjourné et travaillé à la Chandoleine du vivant 
de celui qu'ils appelaient affectueusement «le Baron» ne sauraient 
oublier la qualité exceptionnelle de son hospitalité, faite de bonne 
grâce, de discrétion, d’exquises prévenances. La vie avait ce style, 
ce charme irremplaçable qu'a su évoquer avec tant de bonheur 
M. Marcel Durry à la fin du IVe tome des Entretiens. 

Aujourd’hui, si le fondateur n’est plus, la Fondation demeure, 
telle qu'il l'a congue et créée : lieu de recueillement, lieu de rencontre 
et de travail pour tous ceux qui, en Europe et dans le monde, se 
consacrent à l'étude de l'Antiquité classique. 
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E.R. DODDS 


Numenius and Ammonius 


NUMENIUS AND AMMONIUS 


Wien our kind host honoured me with an invitation 
to take part in these Entretiens and offered me a choice of 
subjects, I chose Numenius; Ammonius was added later at 
his request. The reasons for my choice were two. It 
happened that I had a long-standing interest in this author: 
more than thirty years ago my earliest research pupil, 
Mr. B. S. Page, did some work on Numenius, and we studied 
the fragments together. The other consideration was that 
in seeking to unravel the sources of Plotinus one’s best hope 
of reaching anything positive lies in beginning at the end. 
We know that Numenius was read in Plotinus! seminar 1; 
we know that Plotinus was accused of stealing his ideas *; 
and we can see for ourselves that theit philosophies ate pro- 
ducts of the same general climate of opinion. The answers 
of Numenius differ from the answers of Plotinus, but at least 
they are answers to the same questions. Can we say as 
much of the Stoics and Plotinus, or of Aristotle and Ploti- 
nus ? Can we say it even of Plato and Plotinus ? 

Since I first read Numenius, study of his fragments has 
been made easier by the publication of M. Leemans’ edition 
of them ?, to which I shall refer throughout this talk; and 
understanding of his thought has been greatly advanced 
by M. Puech in the admirably lucid and well-documented 
paper which he published in 19344. I have done my best 
to disagree with M. Puech wherever I could — it is of course 
out duty in these Entretiens to disagree as much as possible — 
1 Porph., vit. Plot., 14, 10, Henty-Schwyzer. * Ibid. 17,1. ? E. A. 
Lermans, Studie over den Wijsgeer Numenius van Apamea met Uitgave 
der Fragmenten (Mém. de YAcad. roy. de Belgique, classe des lettres, 
XXXVII, 2, 1937). In my references T stands for the testimonia, D 


for the fragments, as numbered in this edition. ዶ « Numenius d'Apa- 
mée et les théologies orientales au second siècle», Mél. Bidez, 745 ff. 
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but I confess that I have found it unusually difficult, while 
my obligations to him will be obvious throughout. I must 
also acknowledge a debt to Beutler's long and careful article 
in Pauly-Wissowa !; but in this case the task of disagreement 
has proved less difficult. Finally, I must mention the pages 
which my friend Festugiére has devoted to Numenius in 
his great work on the Hlermetica®, and Mr. Armstrong’s 
short discussion in the first chapter of his book on Plotinus. 

My object in this talk is to compare Numenius’ teaching 
with that of Plotinus. But before I do this, I must face two 
preliminary questions, both of them controversial. First, 
how far does Numenius represent an injection of alien ele- 
ments into the Greek philosophical tradition ? Second, 
how far can we construct from the available evidence a 
coherent picture of Numenius’ theology ? Until we have 
made up our minds on these two points we cannot hope to 
understand Numenius’ part in the formation of Neoplato- 
nism. When I have dealt with them, I shall then try to 
make some comparisons with Plotinus. And finally I shall 
say a little about Ammonius — not much, for what I have 
to say is, alas, entirely negative, and the most important 
part of it has already been said in print by M. Dorrie. 


The great scholars of an earlier generation, Norden, 
Bousset, Praechter, Cumont?, all saw in Numenius the 
exponent of a Greco-oriental syncretism; and the evidence 
for this view of him was brilliantly set forth by M. Puech, 


3 Supp.-Band VII (1940), 664-678; cf. also his article in Gnomon, 16 
(1940) 5 La Révélation d Hermes Trismégiste, esp. DL 42-7, IV, 123-1 32. 
5 Cf. NORDEN, Agnostos Theos, 72 £., 109; Bousser, GGA, 1914, 716 ፳; 
ÜBERWEG-PRAECHTER, Philosophie des Altertums, ed. 12, 520 f.; CUMONT, 
Lux Perpetua, 344 f. 
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whose conclusion was that he « opened the gates of western 
philosophy» to Gnosticism, and through Gnosticism to 
eastern religious attitudes generally. Their opinion has, 
however, been challenged by Beutler and Festugitre, who 
find in him no more « orientalism » than in any other Middle 
Platonist. ‘This is, of course, part of the general reaction 
against the tendency to overstress oriental influences on 
later Greek thought. In the case of Plotinus I think most 
of us would agtee that the teaction was wholly justified; and 
perhaps we should agree that there were substantial grounds 
for it also in the cases of Philo and the Hermetica. We 
should, however, remind ourselves of the fatal law by which 
evety reaction sooner or later overshoots the mark and, as 
we say in my country, empties out the baby with the bath- 
water. If we are to avoid this, each case must be examined 
on its merits. 

Numenius’ interest in oriental beliefs and practices, espe- 
cially Jewish ones, is of course undeniable: he claimed to 
find the teaching of Plato and Pythagoras confirmed on 
certain points by the rituals, the doctrines and the consecra- 
tions (i8ptceic) of the Brahmans, Jews, Magians and 
Egyptians (F 9 2); to this end he quoted « prophetic sayings » 
from the Jewish scriptures (T 46, F 9 b, 19, 32) and the evid- 
ence of Egyptian iconography (T 46, F 33); he is even 
alleged to have told a story about Jesus, though without 
mentioning his name (F 19). By itself, however, this is 
hardly decisive. The «mirage oriental», as Festugiére has 
called it, was no new thing among Greeks +. It most often 
took the form of interpreting oriental sayings or customs in 
the light of Greek ideas, and proceeding to claim them as 
evidence for the truth, or at least the antiquity, of those 
ideas. Now this is just what Origen accused Numenius 
of doing (F 9 b), and this is what we find him doing with the 


1 ርይ La Révélation d Hermès, 1, 19 f., and DörrıE, Hermes, 83 (1955), 
442 f. 
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second verse of the first chapter of Genesis: he interprets it 
in the light of Heraclitus’ dictum about wet souls (we might 
say in the light of Sigmund Freud, if Numenius could have 
read that author). If it were safe to generalise from this 
single example (our only one), we might urge that instead 
of describing Plato as « Moses talking Attic » (T 1) Numenius 
ought to have described Moses as « Plato talking Hebrew ». 

Incidentally, I have some difficulty in accepting the ten- 
tative suggestion of Bigg and Puech that Numenius was 
himself a Jew. His acquaintance with the first chapter of 
Genesis does not prove it. The author of the de Sublimitate 
could quote from the same chapter, which was known also 
to Galen, to some of the Hermetists, and perhaps to Ocellus 
Lucanus 1; and we can see from Tacitus, Pliny and Juvenal 
that by the beginning of the second century Gentiles took 
quite considerable interest in Jewish customs and doctrines. 
On the other hand, it would be a very unorthodox Jew 
who described Jehovah as «father of all the gods » (F 34), 
and put the Egyptians on a level with the Jews in the matter 
of divine knowledge (F 9 4). And would any Jew, orthodox 
ot not, allow that the Pharaoh's magicians, Jannes and 
Jambtes ?, were a match for Moses (F 18) ? The assumption 
is in any case unnecessary, for, as Puech himself has pointed 
out, in his native Apamea Numenius would have ample 
opportunity of getting to know both Jews and Gnostics. 
(To be fair, one should perhaps add that we do not know 
how long Numenius remained in Apamea. One authority, 
Lydus, calls him 6 ‘Pawoios (F 35); if this is not a mere 
blunder, it perhaps means that he taught at Rome. And 
I see nothing improbable in that: it would go far to explain 


1 De Sublim., 9, 9; R. WALZER, Galen on Jews and Christians, 23 E: 
R. Harper, Ocellus Lucanus, 129 ፳.; C. H. Dopp, The Bible and the 
Greeks, Part II. ? The name Iannes was known also to Pliny (N. H. 
30, 11) and Apuleius (Æpo/. 90). But lambres, it would seem, appears ' 
otherwise only in 2 Tim. 3, 8 and in Christian writers dependent on it 
(GANSCHINIETZ in P.-W. s.2.). 
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the special interest which was evidently taken in him by 
the members of the Plotinian circle.) 

Howevet, these ate not the questions that matter. The 
crucial question is whether Numenius has any doctrines to 
which analogues existed in the oriental world but #oż in the 
tradition of greek thought. The negative condition is as 
important as the positive one: without it, the existence of 
oriental analogues cannot establish, though it may confirm, 
the hypothesis of direct oriental influence. Thus we need 
not see in the uncompromising dualism of Numenius’ system 
a direct reflection of Gnostic ideas; for we know that in 
this matter he had precursors in the Pythagorean School 
(T 30, cf. Sext. Emp., adv. Phys. IL, 276-7, 282). And again, 
while Numenius’ supreme god, who is &pyoc Epyov Evurévr- 
wy xal Baotdebs (F 21) certainly recalls the kebes deus of 
Marcion (Tett., adv. Marc. 5,19, 7), we should temember 
also the sixth chapter of the de mundo, where the supreme god 
is too great a prince to soil his hands with work. (397 b- 
398 b). A stronger case, I think, is Numenius’ theory that 
every man has two distinct souls (T 36). No doubt autho- 
rity of a sort for this belief could be found in the Timaeus, 
where the irrational soul is described as ፳ኢእዐ siBoc ሃህጄኻቫ 
(69 c). But before Numenius the doctrine is not stated in 
this radical form, so far as I am aware, anywhere in the 
native Greek tradition. On the other hand, it is attested 
for the Hermetists by Iamblichus (de myst. 8,6), for the 
Basilidean Gnostics by Clement (Strom. 2, 20, 113), for the 
Manichaeans by Augustine (v. Jal. IN, 572) *, and for the 
Mazdeans as early as Xenophon (Cyrop. 6, 1, 41). Here we 
may fairly say there is a prima facie presumption of oriental 


1 The references without indication of source in Porphyry, de abst. 1, 40, 
and Nemesius, #47. hom. 115 f., 213 f. Matth., may well be to Numenius. 
2 Cf. Bousser, Hauptprobleme der Gnosis, Exkurs iv. I omit the « other 
soul» in which Plotinus’ Gnostics believed (Em. IT 9, 5, 16), since this 
seems to be a world-soul, not a human soul. 
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influence. And I think the presumption is confirmed when 
we go on to ask how man acquired his evil second soul. 
According to the Hermetists, he acquired it &x «75 «àv odpa- 
view reptpopäc, from the successive spheres through which 
the rational soul passed in its descent (Jc. cit., cf. Corp. 
Herm. 1,25 f.). According to Numenius, evil was added to 
the soul dech Tüv ččwðev rpocpuouévey (T 35). This 
is a vague phrase, but its meaning is made clear 
in a passage of Macrobius which depends on Numenius 
(T 47): there the descending soul acquires in each successive 
planetary sphere «certain increments of starry body» 
(p.105, 13 Leem.) and at the same time certain faculties 
(p. 109, 3 f£). If this is right, the agreement with the 
Hermetist is complete; we are reminded also of the Gnostic 
Bardesanes, for whom man has «a body from the Evil Ones 
and a soul from the Seven » 1, 

I must add that this explanation, which is Bousset’s, is 
rejected by Beutler, who denies that Numenius is Macrobius’ 
source here; in the long passage about the descent of the 
soul which occupies most of chapters 10 to 12 of Book I 
of Macrobius’ commentary on the Somnium Scipionis (Y 47)? 
he admits as Numenian only a few sentences (I 12, 1-3 — 
p. 105, 19 — 106, 12 Leem.). I am convinced that Beutler 
is mistaken about this, not only because the passage forms 
a continuous piece of exposition with no perceptible break 
in thought, but because docttines and expressions attested 
as Numenian appear throughout its length. 1 will give 
a brief list. 

1. Macrobius begins by appealing to the sacra caerimo- 
niarum of various nations as supporting the views of Plato 


1 Ephraim, Hymn 53, p. 553 F. Cf. the title of Isidorus’ work, rept 
rpocpuobc Qux Se (CLEM., Jos. cit.), and in general Bousser, op. cit., Kap. I. 
? Leemans prints as certainly Numenian 11, 10 to the end of 12; but 
Macrobius seems to mark the excerpt as beginning at 10, 8 (so Puech). 
I agree with Puech and Leemans, against Cumont, that c. 13, which 
deals with a quite different topic, has nothing to do with Numenius. 
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and Pythagoras (10, 9); Numenius supported these views 
from the teretal and 1890ሀ6፤5 of eastern peoples (F 9 a). 

2. They held, according to Macrobius (10,9, 12, 16, 
p- 116, 10 L.), that earthly life is really death; and Numenius 
quotes Heraclitus in the same sense, Civ ኻሁቓረ tov Exsívov 
Odvatov (T 46). 

3. Macrobius restricts the term caelum (obpavéc) to the 
dathavhs ooalpa (IT, 10, p. 104, 25); so does Numenius (T 42, 
p. roo, 11). 

4. Macrobius believes in evil astral influences (12, 4, 
p. 106, 22); so does Numenius (T 30, p. 95, 6). 

5. The soul’s centre (punctum) is for Macrobius the 
monad (12, 5, p. 107, 5); and the monad is the supreme god 
of Numenius (T 30, p. 91, 8), with which the soul is in its 
essence identical (T 34). 

6. In Macrobius the descending soul experiences silves- 
trem tumultum (12, 7, p. 107, 14); in Numenius matter isa 
xAó8ov (T 45) — a word which Augustine too translated 
by £umultus (Conf. 9, 25). 

7. In Macrobius «Nous allows itself to be divided and 
again returns to unity, and thus fulfils the duties of the cosmos 
while not deserting the sectets of its own nature » (12, 12, 
p. 108, 31); in Numenius the (second) Nous is split in two by 
matter, on which in return it confers unity (F 20), and «being 
double, it creates both its own shape and the cosmos » (F 25). 

8. Both for Macrobius (12,17, p. 110,15) and for 
Numenius (T 45) the soul will eventually be released from 
the cycle of birth. 

I have wearied you with these parallels because they 
seem to me decisive against Beutler's view,! and because the 
1 Beutler's only countet-argument is that the « geometrical» language 
of 12, 5 (p. 107, 2-4) is inconsistent with Numenius’ definition of the 
soul as a number (T 31). But 12, 5 is not a definition; it is merely a 
metaphorical description of the soul’s transition from unity to multi- 


plicity, which is symbolised by the figure of a cone (conum, mistakenly 
altered to orum by Leemans). 


E.-R. DODDS 


IO 


evidence of this passage, if we accept it, is in several ways 
important for the question of orientalism. It shows Nume- 
nius as a firm believer not only in the influence of the stars, 
both pre-natal and post-natal (thus confirming Proclus 
charge that he mixed Platonism with ‘yevebdradoymd, 
T 42, p. 100, 19), but also in the astral body or «luminous 
vehicle » (12, 13, p. 109, 6, /uminosi corporis amicitur accessu). 
It likewise shows him interpreting the oxapayuéc of Dionysus 
on the same supposedly « Orphic» lines as the hellenised 
Manichaeans of Alexander of Lycopolis (12, 12, p. 108, 
26 fL, cf. Alex Lyc. 8,5). Another fragment (F 33) deals 
with the fabrication of magical images — the art which 
Numenius calls t8pvoig (F 94) and Proclus rekeonx (in 
Tim. TH, 155,18; cf. T. 42, p. 100,19). Now both the 
astral body and the making of magic statues were prominent 
parts of the theurgy which the later Neoplatonists learned 
from « Julianus the Chaldaean », the author of the Chaldaean 
Oracles, And this raises the question of Numenius' relation- 
ship to that singular work. That there was some relationship 
seems to me fairly certain from the striking parallel between 
the Oracles and F 26. The Oracles say « The Father entrusted 
all things to a second Mind, which all ye race of men call 
the first» (p. 14 Kroll). Numenius has «It is as if Plato 
said « Ye men, that Mind ye guess at is not the first; prior 
to it is another Mind, older and more divine ».» The two 
passages agree closely in expression as well as thought. 
But which is the original ? Beutler and Festugiére appear 
to assume without argument that it is Numenius, and the 
late Hans Lewy in his book on The Chaldaean Oracles and 
Theurgy says the reverse relationship is « out of the question » 
(p. 320, n. 27); but the only reason he offers is that «the 
philosopher never gives any sign of knowing the Oracles ». 
If this were true, it would not mean much, since we are 
dealing with fragments on both sides; but in fact it is either 
false or question-begging. As Festugière points out (op. cit. 


LL. 
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HI, 53-7), the two theologies have a good deal in common — 
in particular, two divine Minds, of which the first or 
«Father» is transcendent and &pyóc, while the second is in 
some sense « double », being concerned both with the Intel- 
ligible and with the Sensible World. My own suspicion 
is that the Oracles are the original, since the address to 
mankind is both natural and usual in oracles, whereas in a 
philosophical dialogue it is anything but usual! and has 
in fact the air of being dragged in by Numenius. It has 
always seemed a little odd that the Oracles, composed undet 
Marcus Aurelius, should have remained unknown until 
Porphyry discovered them, perhaps more than a century 
later. If I am right, the missing link will be Numenius, 
whose strong influence on Porphyty is attested by Proclus 
(T 18); Plotinus will have ignored the Oracles, recognising 
them for the theosophical rubbish that they are. And I 
see no chronological difficulty in supposing that Numenius 
was wtiting in the time of Marcus (161-180) or even a little 
later. 

However that may be, my general conclusion should 
now be clear. M. Puech is right: there was an oriental baby 
in the bathwater, probably a whole litter of babies. The 
main fabric of Numenius’ thought is no doubt derived from 
Neopythagorean tradition (I should call him a Neopythago- 
rean rather than a Middle Platonist). But because he was, 
as Macrobius says, occultorum curiosior (E 39), he welcomed 
all the superstitions of his time, whatever their origin, and 
therely contributed to the eventual degradation of Greek 
philosophical thought. 


3 The a parallel» adduced by FesruGrère (Révélation, IV, 130), namely 
Plato, Prot. 337 c 7 © 639955. Bes, ol m&govtes, seems to me no 
parallel: the speaker there addresses not mankind but the assembled 
company. 
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I turn next to consider some difficulties in Numenius’ 
theology, which obscure its relationship to the theology of 
Plotinus. Briefly, Numenius’ main theological statements, 
and the main problems they raise, ate as follows. 

1. The First God is called nathp ot zérnoc (T 24) ot 
Baaırebg (Far). He is identified with the Pythagorean 
monad (T 30) and with the Platonic «&ya06v (F 25), but 
Numenius does not use the term tò £v!. He is aitodv 
(F 26) and «epi cé vonté (F 24), yet prior to Being and 
Form (F 25). He is &orag (F 24) and dpyds Epywv Evur- 
vrav (F 21); yet he is also the mp&tog vois (F 25, 26) and 
mpörog Önmioupyög (T 24, F 25). His ordots is his xivnous 
otpoutos (F 24), and is the cause of the order, permanence 
and safety of the cosmos (Jbid.). 

Problem : how can the First Principle be at once passive 
and active, an idle yet creative voüc ? The question is 
raised by Plotinus (II 9 [33] 1,26 ff. Henry-Schwyzer) in 
telation to kindred Gnostic views. And how can this 
Principle be repl tà vonré, yet prior to Being and Form 2 

2. The Second God is called &yyovos or rounrhc (T 24) 
or vonoßerng (E 22). He is identified with the Platonic 
Syptovpydg (F 21, 25, 28). He is a second voie (F 26), 
characterised by movement (F 24), and is good by participa- 
tion in the First God (F 28). He «unifies Matter, but is 
split by it» (F 20); and «being double, he creates both his 
own tdéa and the cosmos » (F 25). 

Problem: what do these last phrases mean ? what és 
this « doubleness » of the Second God ? 


1 We need not make him do so by emending tò öv to tò ድህ at the end 


of F 11, since the First God is abroév (F 26). 
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3. The Third God is called anéyovog or notnua (T 24); 
and «the Second and Third Gods are one» (F 20). This 
is the whole of our direct information about the Third God, 
apart from the statement that the doctrine of three Gods 
goes back to Socrates (F I, p. 115, 2), i. e., as Puech points 
out, to the Second Platonic Letter (312 e, 314 6). 

Problem: if the Third God is the cosmos, as the term 
zit suggests and as Proclus in one place explicitly asserts 
(T 24), how can the cosmos and the demiurge be one ? And 
indeed, since all Matter is evil (even that of the odpavéc, 
T 30, p. 96, 18), how can the cosmos be divine at all? 
Beutler (col. 672) and Festugiere (IV, 123 ይ.) conclude that 
Proclus has misunderstood Numenius and has misled all 
the modern interpreters. 

I think a little light is thrown on some of these dark 
places by another passage of Proclus (T 25), whete he ex- 
plains how Numenius found his three Gods in a famous 
sentence of the Timaens. Plato’s sentence runs as follows: 
« Whatsoever Forms understanding (voüc) beholds in the 
living creature that truly is Gë 8 Soen Cov), in their 
kinds and numbers, such and so many he (the $nptoupyös) 
purposed (8ivofj95) that this world also should receive » 
(39 e 7, tr. Taylor) Proclus tells us: «Numenius equates 
his First God with «à à &orıv Cov, and says that he voet 
by calling in the help of the Second God (èv npooyphost Tod 
Seurépou); he equates his Second God with voUc, and says 
voUc creates by calling in the help of the Third (èv mpooyphost 
ፔ69. tptrov); he equates his Third God with /27 purposer 
(civ dtavoobuevov).» There is a slight textual complica- 
tion here. One primary manuscript has the masculine par- 
ticiple, the other the neuter; Leemans printed the neuter, 
but the masculine is certainly right, since Proclus uses the 
masculine just below, in refuting Numenius’ view — £cepov 
uiv elvas tov voobvra vobv, Erepov 85 tov diovoodpevoy. 
And surely this makes it clear that dravoodpevoy is not 
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passive, as virtually all commentators have taken it, but has 
its ordinary middle sense (the passive use of this verb is 
exceedingly rare)! vos Stavootuevog as opposed to voie 
voëv surely means «voUc exercising Šıdvoræ », and corres- 
ponds to Plato’s phrase (voUc) Bei, Inthe other passage, 
T 24, Proclus may possibly have misunderstood the parti- 
ciple as passive; he has not misunderstood it here. 

On this view, the account we obtain is, I think, intelli- 
gible, though extremely compressed. The three Gods are 
characterised by three different levels of mental activity, 
but the distinctions are blurred by the concept of modcayeyorc. 
ሃዐፎ፲ሃ is the distinctive activity of the Second God, and of the 
Second only: in virtue of the reflexive consciousness which 
vénats involves he « makes his own 185 ». The First can 
voetv only by calling in the help of the Second; in so far 
as he does this, he too is vot, but his distinctive activity (or 
passivity) must be something other than vénoix proper. 
Similarly, the Second God can abandon vénotg and exercise 
Sidvora, but only by calling in the Third God; in so far as 
he does this, he becomes the Third God, and «the Second 
and Third Gods are one ». What causes him thus to abandon 
his proper activity is the necessity of creating a material 
world, which can only be done by 8t&vota.; in this sense he is 
«split in two by Matter», and the Smuovpyés of Plato's 
text becomes distinct from voÿc. The Third God is charac- 
terised solely by távot, and thus corresponds not to the 
material cosmos but to the Plotinian world-soul. As 
Plotinus says, St&vox is où vod Zero, &AA& ቀህ፲ጻሩ OI 
9 [13] 1, 35). These three levels of consciousness have 
as their « objective correlates » three grades of reality (F 25). 
The highest grade of obcta is cüupurov with the First God 


1 LSJ quotes no instance of the present tense used passively. FESTUGIÈRE 
(IV, 124, n. 1) recognises that the participle must have the same sense in 
both places, but opts for the passive — mistakenly in my view, since 
it will not fit the plain meaning of the second sentence. 
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(who is thus abroóv); we are warned against identifying it 
with 4 idéa, which is «junior » to the First God and caused 
by him. To the Second God corresponds a different obsta 
which includes his own 185% and presumably all the i3&os. 
The objective correlate of the Third God is the physical 
cosmos which «imitates» the second odcla but is itself 
yéveotg ` hence Numenius could apply the term zoiyuo to 
the Third God. 

The difference between the First and the Second èn- 
provpyés is illustrated in the simile of the Farmer and the 
Labourer (F 22). The First God is like the farmer: he 
«sows the seed of every soul» in its appropriate receptacle. 
The Second God or $nptoupyög proper is like the labourer: 
he tends the seedlings, pricks them out, and transplants 
them into individual men. This is evidently based on 
Timaeus 41 cd; but the function of Plato's Smuovpyés is here 
confusingly transferred to the First God, and the function 
of his « Younger Gods » to the Second. I cannot explain 
this unless by the doctrine of mpdoyeyorg: the First God sets 
the process going by an intellective act &v mpooyphesi Tod 
Sevrépov; the Second exercises individual providence by 
Si&vota, discursive planning, èv mpocypyoer tod tpitov. 
The obscurity is increased by a textual corruption, which 
makes Numenius appear to say that the First God is the 
seed of soul which he sows (6 uév ye dv onéppa nonc 
duyig onelpet). This can hardly be right: as Scott said, 
«a sower does not sow himself»; if we make oxépux the 
predicate of dv we make nonsense. Yet dv must have some 
predicate: 6 àv, «He that is, xat’ &Eoyyv» cannot be con- 
vincingly defended as a Hebraism 1. I suggest reading 6 ሀይነ 
ye ai dv (= mpücoc dv) *. — I think the same loss of the 


1 Fesrucrère, 111, 44,n.2. ጾ Just as Galen found terépry written A’ 
in his oldest texts of Hippocrates (C. M. G. V. 10, 2, 1, p. 156); and as 
a scribe of about goo writes toto B’ for zoßro tò Sebtepov (Olymp. Ze 
Ale. 197, 16). 
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word xpéitoc, written a’, may be responsible for another 
puzzle. In F 25, after the statement that the Second God 
creates both his own 1858 and the world, the text continues 
ይ፲ኗሟ Oempytinds 0Aoc. But émerta seems meaningless 
in this context, and Bewpnrixds Aws would more naturally 
apply to the First God, who is nepi rà vonté, whereas the 
Second is negl tà vont& xal aioônræ (F 24). Hence Scott 
brutally altered Ereıra to Zei and added ó =ፅይፔዐረ at the 
end of the sentence. But we can achieve the same result 
with more economy by changing a single letter: read éxel 
6 ai dewpnrixds ice, 

I do not pretend that with these few remarks I have 
cleared up all the obscurities of these fragments. Even 
if we had all six books of Numenius’ wept r&yadod, I suspect 
we should still agree with the judgment of Longinus (T 22) 
that on the subject of the dpyat Numenius lacked éxpiBerx 
as compared with Plotinus, and with that of Amelius (T 23) 
that his meaning is obscured by inconsistencies. I have 
sought only to simplify a little the comparison with Ploti- 
nus, to which I must now turn. 


TI 


Since Plotinus was accused of plagiarising Numenius, 
scholars have naturally searched the Enneads for verbal 
echoes of the fragments of the asp) réya@o5. But their 
hatvest has been small, and so far as diction is concerned 
I have little of consequence to add to it. The best-known 
verbal agreement is between F 11, where Numenius speaks 
of dou 7 yaðğ pdve póvov, and several passages in 
the Enneads: I 6 [1] 7, 8 Sne àv... adr uóvo adtd póvov 
tène: VI 7 [58] 34, 7 iva Entar ሠፅሃኻ uóvov: VI 9 [9] 11, 50 
Quy ሀዕ909 meds uóvov, all of which describe the vision of 
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the Good!. But too much should not be made of this. 
The phrase is in itself a very common one, e.g. Demosthenes 
uses növog Dëse Evvévan of a private conversation (18, 137). 
And Numenius was not the first to apply it to the private 
vision of a god. Thessalus, in the first century A. D., begs 
the Egyptian priests for the favour of an interview with 
Asclepius ci udva pot mpóg pdvov Öpıdeiv émutpéperev ?. 
Does this suggest that the Numenian usage comes, as 
Cumont thought, from Egyptian cult ?? I do not think so. 
Marcus Aurelius has it: 12, 2 uóv« tH Exvtod vores uóvov 
&rcevot (tHv Hyeuovxdy ó 055). And Plato already uses 
an analogous exptession: Phaedo 111 b 8, the blessed souls 
in the Earthly Paradise enjoy aicOjaeig «Gv Bečvy xal votó 
ovvovalas abroig wpóc ofrote, Numenius’ use of the phrase 
is telatively common-place and colourless; it was Plotinus 
who gave it significance by the new metaphysical meaning 
he attached to uóvoc, and magic by the inspired addition of 
ፍ»ኘኻ — «the escape of the Alone to the Alone ». 
Nevertheless, this fragment of Numenius is an impressive 
piece of writing, and I think Plotinus was familiar with it; 
at any rate it shows a number of other small agreements 
with the Euneads. After the words óvo pévov Numenius 
continues Evôa unre zue kvOpwrog phre ri Cov Erepov, ume 
cGpa péya umdt ouxpév. And in the same chapter of 
VI 7 where he uses the póvy uóvov formula Plotinus writes 
oûre cœuaroc Er aicbaverat... ofge ዬሬህፕእህ ፳እእዕ Te Mee, 
ox &vÜpc mov, où Céov, oùx dv, ob x&v. The choice of the 
same series of words, cya, &vOpwroc, Gov, could easily be 
coincidence; but it could also be an unconscious echo. 
Again, Numenius’ description of the Good as ëroyobuevov 
1 Plotinus also uses ebyes@ar uévouc npèc uóvov of private prayer 
in distinction from communal worship, V ፲, 6, 11, as do Christian 
wtiters, e. g. Bus. vit. Const. 4,22. ? C. C. A. G. VII, 3, p. 136, 31. 
Cf. FESTUGIÈRE, Rev. Bibl. 48 (1939), 45 ff. 5 «Le culte égyptien et le 


mysticisme de Plotin», Mon. Piot 25 (1921/2) 87. See, contra, E. PETER- 
son, Philol. 88 (1933), 30 f. 
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End ፔኸ odot seems to be echoed in Plotinus! description of 
God as énoyobpevov tý vont oboe. (I ፤ [53] 8, 9); this 
metaphorical use, common in Plotinus, appears not to be 
attested before Numenius. Again, the rare use of BoM in 
the sense of «a glance» recurs in one of Plotinus’ earliest 
essays, 16 [1] 2, 2 (where Volkmann needlessly altered it to 
&m Bo); and the old poetic word åyhata, used by Nume- 
nius to describe the splendour of the Good, is often applied 
by Plotinus to the splendour of the Intelligible World ?. 
Individually, these agreements are not very significant; col- 
lectively, they have some weight. I shall return in a few 
minutes to fragment 11, from which all of them come. 

There ate other Numenian images which recur with 
slight variations in Plotinus, such as the word xAbdwv, which 
Numenius seems to have applied to the «troubled sea » of 
Matter (T 45), while Plotinus speaks of 6 tod cdyaros ፡እዕ865ህ 
(V ı [ro] 2, 15). Again, Numenius compares the Syprovp dc 
to a steersman sailing over the sea of Matter (F 27), while 
Plotinus applies the comparison to the individual soul 
(IV 3 [27] 17, 22); but here there is a common source in 
Plato (Polit. 272, Tim. 42 e). Similarly, the prayer for 
divine help in understanding divine mysteries, which occurs 
both in Numenius and in Plotinus ?, goes back to a common 
model in Plato (Tim. 27 6, 48 d). 

Far more important than these trifles are the doctrinal 
similarities. If I was right in my tentative interpretation of 
Numenius’ theology, the two systems are closer, at least 
in their broad outlines, than scholars have generally re- 
cognised. In both systems there are three, and only three, 
divine Principles or óxoovács. In both, the First Prin- 


1 C£, the use of Badeiv in the sense of amBaretv at II 4, 5, 10; IA 8, 
10, 32; and V 1, 5, 5 (where VOLKMANN read &mıßareic). ° MI 8,11, 


30; V 8, 12, 7; VÍ 7, 21, 6; VI 9, 4, ፤8. Of the splendour of the sensible ` 


world, IV 3,17, 21. * F 20, p. 137, 26; Ena. IV 9, 4, 6; V 1,6, 8; 
V 8,9, 13. 
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ciple is the Good, which is also pure unity, transcends Being 
and Form, and transcends all « works ». In both, the Second 
Principle is characterised by véyotc, the Third by čvora. 
To the eyes of the uncritical, this alone would appear enough 
to substantiate a charge of plagiarism. And we have 
evidence that in fact Plotinus, when he began to think out 
his own system, used that of Numenius as his starting-point. 
The main evidence is contained in the first of those early 
fragments — « probeweisen Ausarbeitungen », as M. Harder 
rightly calls them — which Porphyry put together under 
the heading émoxéperg Siépopor to form Enn. TIT 9 (13). 
Tt is an attempt to interpret the same sentence of the Timaeus 
whose interpretation by Numenius we have already con- 
sidered; and the view to which Plotinus here inclines is 
something much nearer to Numenius' scheme than to his 
own mature system. ‘The 6 gor: Gov, he says, cannot be 
what it seems at first sight to be, a pure vonröv, for the vonrd 
cannot be outside of voög: it must at the same time be 
voUv èv otdost xol &vbryrı xal ካወህ፲(ዊ — Numenius? voüc 
Zocde (F 24). The voüc of Plato's sentence must then be 
a second vote, an évépyern proceeding from the first voie, 
There remains «b Suxvoobuevov (here unmistakably middle 
in sense). «It is thought», he says, «that Plato covertly 
intends a distinction between this principle and the other 
two»—a clear allusion to Numenius view — though 
others hold that the three principles are one. This third 
principle is Plato’s Snuroupyés, responsible for creation and 
division. What is its nature? In one sense, Plotinus 
suggests, you could call it voie, for voüc is the ultimate source 
of multiplicity; in another sense it is not voög but duh, for 
Sávou is the proper function of Puy}. Thus the second and 
third principles are in a sense identical and in a sense distinct 
— which is precisely Numenius' doctrine (F 20). The two 
interpretations agree in finding wo véeg in Plato's sentence, 
and in distinguishing the Syusoupyé¢ from both of them. 
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But this fragmentary essay is extremely hesitant in tone; 
it is surely an early draft which Plotinus later discarded. 
In the essay Against the Gnostics, which belongs to his middle 
period, he returned to Plato’s sentence Œ 9 [33] 6, 14 ff), 
and this time he explicitly rejected Numenius’ explanation 
of it: we cannot, he says, distinguish a voUc èv hovyia from 
a vols Üeepóv (or xtvobpevoc, TI 9, 1, 26) 1. And in his 
own mature system he radically simplified and rationalised 
Numenius’ theological scheme, mainly by doing three things 
to it: 

(i) He rooted out from the First Principle the Aristotelian 
vols with which not only Numenius but Albinus and other 
Middle Platonists had identified it; 

(ii) He freed the Second Principle of its ambiguous 
«doubleness» by transferring the creative function to the 
‘Third Principle, the World Soul, leaving the Second as a 
purely self-contemplating yoUc-vowróv having no contact 
with Matter; 

(iii) He confined each Principle to its own function by 
eliminating the doctrine of rpöoxpnais. 

It must be said, however, that this simplified scheme 
left him with residual problems on his hands, which were 
in part at least the same problems that Numenius had in his 
muddled way recognised and tried to meet. For example, 
if the self-consciousness of the One is neither vénois nor 
Sedvorn , what is it? In an early essay, V 4 [7], Plotinus 
still uses language suggestive of Numenius: he attributes to 
the One a xaravénous abtod olovel cuveicÜfjset 6522 év 
orkosı didi xal voros évépoc À xarà Thy vod ሃዕኽወሃ 
(2, 18). Later, he appeals to mystical experience as showing 


2 Observing the contradiction between III 9, 1 and II 9, 6, HEINEMANN 
argued that the former passage was spurious (Plotin 19-25), but 
curiously failed to notice its source in Numenius. Plato's sentence is 
quoted once more at VI 2 [43] 22, 1, where Plotinus notes its « enig- 
matic» character. 
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that vénoic is not the mode of consciousness of the One, 
VI 7 [38] 40; but he finds no better term to describe it than 
Snepvdnars (VI 8 [39] 16, 33). Again, while he relieves 
voUc of the actual task of creation, in an early essay Plotinus 
still calls it otov vonoß&rng novos, parov 85 ሄዕሠዐሩ ጩኔፕፔዕረ 
«oU elvan, V 9 [5] 5, 28 — echoing, but significantly modi- 
fying, a term applied to the Second God by Numenius 
(Œ sait, And in fact voie, though no longer «double», 
remains for Plotinus &uploropos «facing both ways»: as 
an évépyeux èv 6(5፻68‹) (another Numenian phrase, F 21), 
ህ69ረ looks towards the cosmos; but in contemplating the 
One it looks backwards and retreats from its own nature 
(IIT 8 [30] 9, 29-35). And again, Numenius' problem of the 
relationship of Mind to Matter reappears as Plotinus’ problem 
of the relationship of soul to body. Numenius says of the 
Sypnovpyss that «through beholding Matter and caring for 
it he becomes careless of himself» (F 20); Plotinus says of 
the individual souls that « because the bodies they illuminate 
demand attention they insensibly neglect themselves » 
(V 3 [27] 17, 21-28). Furthermore, at the first point of 
contact with Matter both thinkers help themselves out with 
the distinction between odola« and Sivayic : Numenius said 
of «the gods who direct yéveoxs » that their Buvápet; and 
évépyeran are mixed with Matter but their odota remains 
uncontaminated (T 26); Plotinus applies the same doctrine 
to the World Soul and the souls of stars (IV 8 [6] 2, 31 f£). 

When we turn from the divine principles to man and 
the material world, comparison is more difficult, since here 
we have only secondhand and very incomplete reports of 
Numenius’ views. It is obvious that Plotinus reacted 
strongly against the violent dualism of Numenius. For him, 
Matter is neither an independent principle nor an active 


1 On Numenius’ use of the term vouoérns see BEUTLER, Gnomon 16 
(1940) 112, and FEsTUGIÈRE, Révélation IH 44, m. 3. The text was 
mistakenly doubted by Scott and Leemans. 
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soutce of evil, and incarnation as such is not necessarily an 
evil state as Numenius had asserted (T 40, p. 99, 23); the 
world as a whole is good. Nor will Plotinus have any 
truck with the notion of an independent «second soul» 
either in the cosmos or in man; he recognises a higher and 
a lower soul in both, but the lower is an emanation from the 
higher and is a necessary element in the perfection of the 
world (cf. e. g. II 9, 4; IV 8, 6£). All this is part of the 
«defence of the West», to use M. Puech’s phrase; he is 
maintaining the rational Hellenic tradition against the pes- 
simistic otherworldliness which found its fullest expression 
in Gnosticism. In the same spirit he rejects Numenius’ 
astral determinism (Enn. H 3). 

But he took over one very important article of faith from 
Numenius. What made the world endurable, it would 
seem, to Numenius was his belief (attested by Iamblichus) in 
the «indistinguishable identity » of the soul with its divine 
Grounds (deyat, T 54) !; he held that the individual soul 
in some sense contains «the Intelligible World, the gods and 
daemones, the Good, and all the prior kinds of Being» (T 5 3). 
Similarly Plotinus can say Zopdv 82205 xócuog vonróc 
(IIL 4, 5,22). This belief in the identity of the soul with 
its Ground is the characteristic faith of « theistic » mystics * 
the world over, whether Greeks, Christians, Hindus ot 
Muslims; it both explains their religious experience and is 
in their view empirically established by it. We know that 
Plotinus had such experience. We do not know that Nume- 


1 Arguing from the context in Iamblichus, FESTUGIÈRE would limit 
the application of this to the disembodied soul (Revelation 111, 47); but 
cf. T 33 and F 23, p. 140,2. * I borrow this term from the important 
tecent book of my Oxford colleague Prof. R. C. ZAEHNER, Mysticism 
Sacred and Profane, where « theistic » and « monistic » mysticism are 
distinguished from each other and from nature-mysticism or « pan-en- 
henism ». Plotinus’ experience must, I think, be classified as theistic 
(despite certain possible objections); and T 34 points in the same 
direction for Numenius. 
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nius had: Mr. Armstrong thinks that «his fragments show 
no trace of mystical devotion»; Festugière, on the other 
hand, inclines to see «a mystical element » in F 111 — the 
fragment about the vision of the Good which appears to 
have particularly impressed Plotinus. In view of the doc- 
trine just mentioned, I should be disposed to agree here 
with Festugiére; but certainty is obviously not possible. 
In any case, I share the opinion of both Armstrong and 
Festugiere ? that for the doctrine itself we need seek no 
exotic origin: as Armstrong has shown, it has a good Greek 
foundation in Aristotle as interpreted by Alexander. 

In conclusion, I would point out that two of the main 
structural laws or postulates of Neoplatonism are explicitly 
formulated by Numenius. One is the principle of participa- 
tion, that in the Intelligible World all things are in each 
thing, but modified in each by its special character — èv 
n&ow révra elvan, olxeloc uévror xat thy abtév obotav Ev 
Exdoroic (T 33). So Plotinus, éféyer 8° èv indore Zä, 
éuoalver 85 xal mévra (V 8 [31] 4, 10); and so all the later 
Neoplatonists, who use this postulate as a means of bridging 
all gaps in the systems. The other is the principle of 
«undiminished giving», which implies non-reciprocating 
causal relations, so that the cause is never dissipated among 
its effects — tà 85 Oct& £oww ola petadobdvra, èvðévðe 
Seet D yeyevnuéva, evOévde odx dreeinAuße (F 23). This is 
cardinal for Plotinus, who like Numenius uses the illustration 
of communicated knowledge (IV 9 [8] 5, 4-9; III 9 [13] 2), 
and for all subsequent Neoplatonists, pagan and Christian: 
it is what saves Neoplatonism from turning into pantheism. 
It is not original with Numenius; I have argued elsewhere * 
that it is a product of the Middle Stoa. But Numenius 


1 ARMSTRONG, The Intelligible Universe in Plotinus 73; VESTUGIERE, 
Révélation IV, 131. 5 ARMSTRONG, op. cif. 34-42; FESTUGIERE, op. cif, 
IV, 131 f. ? Cf. my note on Proclus, Elements of Theology, prop. 103. 
4 Ibid. on props. 26-7; cf. R. E. Wier, C. Q. 24 (1930), 206 f. 
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states it more clearly and in a more generalised form than 
any one else before Plotinus. 


IV 


I have left myself little time in which to discuss Ammo- 
nius. But, as I warned you, I have little to say. I should 
indeed have found virtually nothing to say about him, were 
it not that other scholars have found a great deal. At least 
four contemporary students of ancient thought have devoted 
substantial essays to him, Heinemann in 1926 (Hermes 61, 
1-27), Seeberg in 1942 (Ztschr. f. Kirchengeschichte 61, 136- 
170) 1, M. Dórtie in 1955 (Hermes 83, 439-478), and most 
recently Langerbeck (J. H. S. 77, 1957, 67-74). They have 
reached strangely different conclusions. For Heinemann 
Ammonius is a major Greek philosopher, «a creative pet- 
sonality of the first rank» (A. c. 13); for Seeberg he is an 
Indian missionary; for Dértie he is «a Pythagorean Wunder- 
mann and ecstatic » (/. ¢. 439); for Langerbeck he is a Chris- 
tian theologian, though of somewhat doubtful orthodoxy. 
Such violent differences of opinion among competent 
professional scholars would be incomprehensible if all of 
them were interpreting the same evidence. But of course 
they are not. And before one starts speculating one must 
first get clear what is and what is not evidence for the 
philosophical views of Ammonius. In this fundamental 
matter my own judgment diverges widely from those of 
Heinemann, Seeberg and Langerbeck; but I am happy to 
find myself in close agreement with M. Dérrie. Specifically, 
I agree with him on the following points: 
1. Ammonius wrote nothing (it has become necessary 


to say this, since despite Longinus’ express statement apud 


= E. BENZ, Abh. Mainz 1951, Ntr. 3, p. 197 #., follows Seeberg without 
adding anything but some additional inaccuracies. 
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Porph. viż. Plot. 20 Langerbeck thinks he wrote a treatise 
«On the agreement of Moses with Jesus ». Nor were his 
lectures preserved: the collectio Ammonii scholarum mentioned 
by Priscian (Solut. ad Chos. 42, 5) has nothing to do with our 
Ammonius. 

2. The views attributed to « Ammonius and Numenius » 
in the second chapter of Nemesius (= Numenius T 29) are 
simply the traditional views common to the two anti-mate- 
tialist schools, Platonists and Pythagoreans. Ammonius is 
named as the second founder of Platonism, Numenius as 
the leading Pythagorean. ‘The opinions quoted are in no 
way distinctive of either of them, though no doubt both 
held them. 

3. The third chapter of Nemesius contains an argument 
(88 55-9), demonstrably derived from Porphyry, to prove 
that the soul is united with the body dovyyitas. The 
original author of this opinion is stated (§ 56) to have been 
Ammonius; but there is no indication whatever that any 
of the arguments for it go back to Ammonius 1. (And I 
would add that even the language in which the opinion itself 
is formulated (§ 57) is Porphyrian; what we have is not a 
«fragment of Ammonius» but a well-known doctrine of 
Plotinus and Porphyry which the latter believed had already 
been held in substance by Ammonius.) 

4. In the excerpts made by Photius (codex 251: cod. 214 
is a summary of the same book) from Hierocles’ lost work 
On Providence there is again one and only one statement about 
Ammonius, namely that he demonstrated the essential agree- 
ment of Plato and Aristotle — an undertaking which in the 
third century was no longer very novel. There is no reason 
1 Dorrie (loc. cit. 454) would like to attribute to Ammonius Nemesius’ 
description of the soul as tò xo abrhy Ev SiaoGCoucw, on the ground 
that this is a Pythagorean doctrine and Ammonius was a Pythagorean. 
Neither premiss seems to me to be established (as to the second, see 


below); but even if both are accepted, the argument suffers from un- 
distributed middle. 
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whatever to attribute to Ammonius any other of Hierocles’ 
opinions. Hierocles source is unknown. (M. Dôrrie 
thinks he got his historical information from Porphyry, 
even though his opinions are clearly ae those of Porphyty. 
I should myself have thought it a likelier guess — if one 
must guess — that both the information and some at least 
of the opinions come from the pagan Platonist Origenes, 
whom Hierocles names along with Plotinus as Ammonius" 
best pupils, and to whose work entitled “Ov. uóvog months 
6 Bacwreds (v. Plot. 3, 52) Hierocles perhaps alludes in the 
wotds mé&vtwv 85 Bactredety tov rounrhy 5. But for our 
purpose the point is not very important. If my guess is 
the right one, the chain which connects Ammonius with 
Photius is shortened by one link, and we can understand 
better why Hierocles represents the reconciliation of Plato 
and Aristotle as Ammonius! supreme achievement; for we 
know that Origenes himself preached this reconciliation — 
he held the Peripatetic view that voög was the highest 
indotacts ?.) 

Thus in my opinion, as in M. Dórrie's, the only passages 
which throw any direct light on Ammonius?’ teaching are 
one sentence in Nemesius and one sentence in Hierocles. 
If this opinion is accepted, you will perhaps excuse me from 
any further discussion of the hypotheses of Heinemann, 
Seeberg and Langerbeck, all of which rest on evidence that 
M. Döttie and I reject. There remains M. Dôrrie’s own 
hypothesis. It is perhaps a little surprising that he should 
feel able to advance one; for he remarks at the end of his 
paper that « Nothing personal can be said of Ammonius, no 
detail of his doctrine can be established, in no point can a 
special position be assigned to him» — a statement with 


1 Pointed out by HEINEMANN, br. cit. 19. LANGERBECK makes the 
same guess, Jor. cit. 73; but both he and Heinemann draw conclusions 
for Ammonius which seem to me unjustified. 5 Proclus, Theol. Plat. 
2, 4 init., p. 9o Portus, 
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which I am in almost complete agreement. Nevertheless 
M. Dóstie feels able to make three positive assertions about 
Ammonius: that he was a Pythagorean; that he was a 
« Wundermann » (should I be right in translating this 
« miracle-worker እ ?; and that he was an «ecstatic», Per- 
sonally, I still feel certain doubts about all these assertions, 
which I should like to express, since, most happily, M. Dórrie 
is here to resolve them for me, and, as I said, it is our duty 
to disagree where we can. 

1. «Ammonius was a Pythagorean». For this the 
strongest argument, according to Dérrie, — I should myself 
say, the only serious argument — is the vow of secrecy 
concerning his teaching alleged to have been taken by his 
pupils Herennius, Origenes and Plotinus (v. Plot. 5, 24). 
This is evidently modelled on the vow of secrecy said to have 
been taken by the pupils of Pythagoras; and what is more 
curious, the two stories end in exactly the same way — one 
of the pupils breaks his vow, and this releases the others. 
The coincidence raised certain doubts in the suspicious mind 
of Zeller. And there are other difficulties in the story. 
Tt appears to imply that in the course of his life Ammonius 
had only three pupils; yet Porphyry himself names at least 
four others ?, and a fifth is mentioned by Proclus. We could 
perhaps assume that besides his public teaching Ammonius 
had an esoteric doctrine which he communicated to no one 
save an inner circle of three persons. But what was it? 


1 Loc. cit. 465. There is one personal detail about Ammonius which 
I should accept on Porphyry’s authority (apud Eus. Eve. Hist. 6, 19), 
though Dötrie doubts it, viz. that Ammonius was brought up a 
Christian. But as Dorrie says, the point has little importance, since 
according to Potphyry Ammonius abandoned Christianity as soon as 
he began to think for himself. It would be a mistake to look for 
« Christian influence on Neoplatonism» in this quarter. That Ammo- 
nius was still any sott of Christian when be taught Plotinus (as main- 
tained by Langerbeck) seems to me wholly incredible. ? W. Plot. 7, 
18; 10, 1; 20, 37; adv. Christ. III apud Eus. Eccl. Hist. 6, 19, 6. Proclus 
in Tim. 187 B adds a certain Antoninus. 
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We ought to be able to guess, since Plotinus eventually put 
it into writing, but we can't. The most obvious guess, 
that it was the doctrine of the One and of mystical union 
with the One, is almost certainly wrong; for we happen to 
know that Origenes, a member of the supposed inner circle, 
denied the existence of the One!. In view of these diffi- 
culties I should myself hesitate to base any doctrinal inference 
on the story of the vow. Porphyry does not claim to have 
heard the story from Plotinus; and by the time that as an old 
man he came to write his master's life, his master's master 
was already a legendary figure. We can accept Porphyry’s 
honesty; but we should not forget that in a hothouse atmo- 
sphere like that of the third century legends grow quickly. 
And we should remember some other things: that Ammo- 
nius’ pupil Longinus called him a Platonist (v. Plot. 20, 36), 
not a Pythagorean; that « Ammonius the master of Plotinus » 
is coupled by Nemesius with « Numenius the Pythagorean » 
in a way which surely implies that Ammonius was #0/ a 
Pythagorean; and that Hierocles praised him for demonstrat- 
ing the agreement of Plato and Aristotle — surely not the 
sort of demonstration we expect of a Pythagorean. To my 
mind, this testimony decidedly outweighs any inference from 
the dubious story of the vow. Nor can I attach any serious 
weight to the argument that since Plotinus in his youth had 
some curiosity about Persian and Indian thought (v. Plot. 3, 
15), his master must have been a Pythagorean. The « mirage 
oriental» was not confined to Pythagoteans; neither Plato 
not Aristotle was entirely free from it, and in the third 
century it was widespread ?. But if we assume that Plotinus 
must have acquired this interest from a Pythagorean source, 
the most obvious source was surely Numenius, who did 
suffer badly from the « mirage oriental ». 


3. Proclus, Theol. Plat. 2, 4, p. 90. Ia any case, the notion of philosophy 
as a mystery not lightly to be divulged is not confined to Pythagoreans 
(cf. e. g. Epictetus, 3, 21, 13). 2 Fesrucrère, Révélation, 1, 19 ff. 
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2. «Ammonius was a Wundermann». The evidence 
is (a) Porphyry's story (ሠ. Plot. 10, 1-13) about the magical 
attack made on Plotinus by a certain Olympius who had 
been for a short time a pupil of Ammonius; (b) the fact that 
Origenes the pagan, another pupil of Ammonius, published 
a work entitled zer) té&v daıuövov. I must confess that 
I find little force in either argument. (a) Porphyry does not 
say ot imply that Ammonius taught magic; his words would 
rather suggest that Olympius took to magic out of frustrated 
ambition (8t& qrAompattav) because he had proved a failure 
at philosophy. The use of aggressive magic was a familiar 
part of daily life in Greco-Roman Egypt, as the magical 
papyri prove; no Ammonius was needed to instruct the 
prentice magician. And secondly, Porphyry does not say 
or imply that Plotinus took magical counter-measures; he 
says the strength of Plotinus’ personality was such that the 
assault recoiled automatically on the assailant’. (b) As for 
the treatise on Satpovec, one could infer on similar evidence 
that Xenocrates, Poseidonius, Plutarch, and even Plato 
himself (whether it was he or a pupil who wrote the Epinomis) 
were all of them Wundermänner. The status and function 
of Salpovec was in fact a traditional topic of discussion in 
the Academy from the generation of Plato's immediate 
pupils onwards. 

3. «Ammonius was an ecstatic », i. c. « his teaching was 
founded on a revelation acquired in ecstasy» (e, 464). 
If this is true, it is evidently of the first importance: it 
removes Ammonius (and by implication Plotinus also ?) 
from the history of philosophy, and puts him into the same 


1 The passage has been fully discussed by MxmrAw, fur 44 (1953), 
341 fl. He points out that Plotinus admits the possible efficacy both 
of aggressive magic and of defensive counter-magic (Enn. TV 4, 43, 7); 
but it seems rash to infer that Plotinus himself used magic on this or 
any other occasion. I agree with Harder and Merlan that the pains 
which Plotinus described, and attributed to magic, ate his own. pains, 
not those of Olympius. 
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category as the Chaldaean Oracles. But is it true? M. Dörtie’s 
main evidence is the word évOoverdeas, applied by Hierocles 
to Ammonius. This word can of course mean, as it meant 
originally, «having fallen into a state of possession». A 
sceptic might object that states of possession are something 
very different from the unio mystica described by Plotinus, 
and that the latter never in fact speaks of so mystica as 
évOoveracpdcg?, But there is a stronger objection. Hiero- 
cles’ phrase is évOoverdcag npàóc TO ፕኻሩ grarcaogias ቋእዢፀሀህዕሃ. 
I do not know how M. Dórrie would translate this. I can 
only translate it «being inspired with a passion for philo- 
sophy». This metaphorical sense of Beie die is as 
old as Plato?; and in the expressions évOovardtew (or 
ይ/009ወ(8#) mpóc ci, gen Of mept mu, it is the normal and 
(I think) the only admissible sense. To quote a single 
example, Plutarch tells us that Carneades (who was certainly 
no «ecstatic እ) caused his pupils &vBovaräv zez prhocoptay ?. 
Unless M. Dorrie can produce decisive contrary instances, 
this argument, I fear, falls to the ground; and with it 
goes the interpretation of OcoëlBaxros as implying know- 
ledge acquired in ecstasy. As Inge saw, this word is pro- 
bably no more than a polite equivalent of adrodidaxros; 
pace M. Dérrie, I should be inclined to link it with the 


1 Plotinus compares the two states in a way which implies that they are 
different: V 3, 14, 9, domep of évOovardvtes xal x&voyot, VI 9, 11, 12, 
donee dpracbels À &yOoucikcac. Dorrie refers to v. Plot. 14, 2, where 
we are told that Plotinus wrote và moAA& evOovardv xal Zara 
gpétwv. This cannot mean that he composed his essays while enjoying 
unio mystica; it surely means that he generally composed in a state of 
excitement («in höherer Begeisterung», Harder). C£. de Sublim. 15, 1, 
where &vbovoraoudg and rá8oc ate similarly associated, as characterising 
the imaginative writer. ? Philebus 15e. Aristotle could say of Iso- 
crates (I) that he caused his audience ይነ069መ%ፈጠ65 (Rhet. 1408 b 14); 
Dionysius of Halicatnassus could use the same word to describe his 
reaction to Demosthenes (Dem. 22). ? Cato ma. 22. The metaphor 


is still further debased at Aelian, N. A. 4, 31, where the elephant is ` 


described as évOovardsy Ze uläw. * The Philosophy of Plotinus, third 
edition, I, 115, n. 1. 
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nickname Sakkas as indicating the philosopher’s humble 
otigin. 

You see, then, why I cannot for the moment accept as 
proven any one of M. Dôrrie’s hypotheses about Ammonius. 
Still less can I accept the much wilder hypotheses of Heine- 
mann, Seeberg and Langerbeck. And, as I warned you, 
I have no hypothesis of my own to offer, since I possess no 
foundation on which to base one. There is perhaps one 
angle from which the problem might in principle be attacked. 
Two of Ammonius’ pupils, Plotinus and (pace M. Dorrie) 
Origen the Christian 1, have left extensive works. It would 
be possible to list those doctrines and modes of thought and 
expression which these two writers have in common; and 
from this list it would be possible to deduct those doctrines 
and modes which appear in earlier authors. The remainder, 
if any, might with some show of probability be held to 
tepresent Ammonius’ personal contribution; #04, however, 
with certainty, since Plotinus and Origen had other sources 
in common which are now lost, including Numenius (T 17). 
A modest start in this direction has been made by a Dutch 
scholar, de Jong?. I am disqualified from judging his 


3 I see no good reason to doubt Porphyry’s statement, apud Eus. 
Eccl. Hist. 6, 19, 6, that Origen the Christian was a pupil of the Neo- 
platonist Ammonius. The conflicting assertions of Porphyry and 
Eusebius are most economically explained by assuming that each drew 
one (and only one) false though quite natural inference. (a) From the 
knowledge of pagan philosophy displayed by Origen the Christian, 
whose works he knew well but whom he had met only once in boy- 
hood, Porphyty mistakenly inferred that he was a convert from paga- 
nism; he did #0/ confuse him with Origenes the pagan. (b) Knowing 
from Porphyry that Ammonius had begun life as a Christian, Eusebius 
identified him with the author of certain Christian theological works, 
and thus mistakenly inferred that he had remained a Christian; be did 
not deny that he was the 8t8&oxoAoc ሸይህ qtAocógov naßnukrav men- 
tioned by Origen himself in the letter which he quotes. ? Plotinus of 
Ammonius Saccas? (Leiden 1941). Cf. Scuwyzer in P.-W.s. v. Plotinos, 
col. 480 £, where some concordances between Plotinus and Origen 
are listed. 
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pamphlet alike by ignorance of patristics and by ignorance 
of the Dutch language; but from what I can make out not 
much of real substance appears to temain after deduction 
(which de Jong does not attempt) of what is attested earlier. 
And so for me, as for M. Theiler 1, Ammonius is still, alas, 
«ein grosser Schatten » and nothing more. 


1 W, THEILER, «Plotin und die antike Philosophie», Mus. Helv. 1 
(1944), 215. 
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DISCUSSION 


M. Theiler : Wenn die alten Neuplatoniker zusammengesessen 
sind, vielleicht nicht so grossattig wie wir eben hier, haben sie 
Probleme besprochen ausgehend gern von einem Vortrag oder 
der Lektüre z.B. von Numenius, von dem wir jetzt durch 
Herrn Dodds das Bild gegenwärtig in uns tragen. Ich greife 
heraus die für mich erregende Nachdatierung des Numenius 
gegenüber den chaldäischen Orakeln. Selber hatte ich, vielleicht 
ohne viel nachzudenken, angenommen, dass Numenius der 
Ältere ist. Einfach deswegen, weil die Orakel in mancher Be- 
ziehung eine Abspiegelung damals gängiger Gedanken sind; 
man ist nicht ohne weiteres geneigt, ihnen eine besondere Origina- 
lität zuzuweisen. Doch in der Behauptung, dass es neben dem 
Gott, den die Menschen allgemein akzeptieren, einen höheren 
Gott, den wirklich ersten Gott gibt, ist etwas ausgedrückt, was 
nicht auf der Strasse liegt. Damit hängt ja nun ein sehr wichtiges 
Problem zusammen, das wir in der ganzen Fülle hier nicht angreifen 
können: das Problem der Begründung der Gnosis. Ist die Gnosis 
eine eigenwüchsige Schöpfung des Ostens, die sich sozusagen 
erst nachträglich mit der Philosophie des Westens verbinden 
konnte, oder ist sie dem Gedankengehalte, nicht den mytholo- 
gischen Darstellungsmitteln nach, eine heruntergekommene 
Philosophie ? Und da wir immer noch bereit sind, den Numenius 
zum Philosophen zu machen, die chaldäischen Orakel aber irgend- 
wie zur heidnischen Gnosis zu stellen, liegt es eben darum nahe, 
dem Philosophen gegenüber das gnostische Werk für abgeleitet 
anzusehen. Nun hat Herr Dodds ein sehr interessantes stilistisches 
Argument vorgebracht: für ein Orakel passt es, sagt er, die 
Menschheit anzusprechen, sich missionarisch an die ganze Welt 
zu wenden, während in dem Dialog des Numenius über das Gute 
ein solche Hinwendung etwas weniger am Platze sei. Das muss 
überdacht werden; ich erinnere immerhin, dass es auch in der 
ülteren, ja sogar platonischen oder pseudoplatonischen Literatur 
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solche Anrufe an die Menschen gegeben hat. Im K/eiropbon 407 b 
moi pépeoðe &vOpezot; bei Dio von Prusa (nach einem Sokrati- 
ker ?) 13, 16. Daran knüpfte die Hermetik an; 7, 1 rot 565905 
& Super, peObovtes tov rc c&yvactac Zeparo Abyov 
éxnudvetes; dass die Gnostiker den Philosophen vorangegangen 
sind in der Lehre von den zwei Seelen, in der von der schlechten 
Materie, ist auch nicht sicher. Jedenfalls haben gebildete Gnostiker 
wie Basileides und sein Sohn Isidor sich von den Philosophen 
anregen lassen. Zum #X6Bœv der Materie bei Numenius hat 
Herr Dodds die interessante Stelle aus dem Anfang der besonders 
berühmten Abhandlung Plotins über die drei Hypostasen V ı 
[10] 2, 16 angemerkt odparog Ad Ben, Möglicherweise geht aber 
Plotin auf noch ältere Philosopheme zurück, wie eine Parallele 
bei Marc Aurel 12,14, 4 zeigen könnte. Die Dreihypostasen- 
Lehre ist Herr Dodds geneigt schon weitgehend bei Numenius 
zu finden. Aber nicht nur dadurch, dass bei ihm die erste Hypo- 
stase Geist ist, zeigt sich ein Unterschied zu Plotin, auch die 
ganze innere Bewegung der Seele, die zum Geist und dann 
hinauf zum ersten Guten führt, um rückwärts wieder abzu- 
steigen, ist in diesem Sinne noch nicht bei Numenius ausge- 
staltet gewesen. Hs ist auch bezeichnend, dass Plotin gewisse 
Schwierigkeiten hatte, den Demiurgen in sein eigenes System 
einzubauen. Er schwankte, ob er den Geist oder die Seele 
Demiurg nennen soll. 

Bin letztes noch zu Ammonios; da kann ich meine Zustim- 
mung weitgehend erteilen. Wir haben Herrn Dôrrie unter uns, 
der seinen eigenen Stand verteidigen wird. Ich bin ebenfalls zur 
Meinung gelangt, dass wir aus &vÜovotáca nicht zu viel schliessen 
dürfen, dass der Ausdtuck die Begeisterung für die Philosophie 
bezeichnet und nicht auf eine spezielle überschwängliche Philoso- 
phie weist. Was Herr Dodds auch angemerkt hat, dass die Über- 
lieferung richtig sein wird, Origenes der Kirchenvater sei 


Schüler des Ammonios gewesen, unterschreibe ich ganz., 


Herr Dérrie hat an sich mit Recht darauf hingewiesen, dass 
Ammonios ein patristisches Werk verfasst hat und H. Langer- 
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beck hat (Journ. Hell. St. 77, 1957, 68) weiter geschlossen, dass 
wirklich der Philosoph Ammonios ein Christ war und fähig, ein 
solches Werk zu verfassen. Herr Dörrie lehnt das richtig ab. 
Aber ich halte es für plausibel, dass es zwei Ammonii gegeben 
hat, die beide Lehrer des Christen Origenes gewesen sind, der 
zu trennen ist von Otigenes dem Neuplatoniker, dem Kommilito- 
nen des Plotin; zwei Ammonii, der eine eben der Verfasser 
theologischer Werke, der andere, unser nicht schreibender Am- 
monios, der grosse Schatten. Herr Dérrie hat im übrigen, das 
scheint mir richtig zu sein, hervorgehoben, dass ein für Plotin 
so wichtiges Philosophem wie die Überordnung des unfassbaren 
Guten über das Schóne am Ende nicht einmal schon von Am- 
monios eingeführt worden ist, eben weil wir wissen, oder glauben 
zu wissen, dass der Heide Origenes diese Auffassung nicht geteilt 
hat, die man doch bei ihm zu erwarten hätte, wäre sie von Am- 
monios gelehrt worden. Und auch Hierokles, der sich auf Am- 
monios beruft, kennt diese Lehre nicht. Damit wird wohl doch 
das Originelle des Plotin selber noch stárker ans Licht gerückt. 
M. Puech: M. Ernst Benz a publié naguère une communi- 
cation faite à l'Académie de Mayence sur Ammonius Sakkas 
(Indische Einflüsse auf die frühchristliche Theologie, Akademie det 
Wissenschaft und der Literatur, Abhandlungen der Geistes- und 
Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse, 1951, n9 3, Wiesbaden, 1951, 
PP- 29-34 = pp. 197-202). Benz pense que Sakkas voudrait dire 
le « Sace», le Saka, ce qui prouverait l'origine indo-scythe du 
philosophe. Il met aussi ce nom en rapport avec celui de Gäkya- 
Mouni, le Bouddha. Les allusions d’Origéne le chrétien aux migra- 
tions des ámes viendraient d’Ammonius. Ces hypothéses paraissent 
trés contestables. Benz esquisse, en tout cas, la comparaison 
entre Plotin et Origene le chrétien que souhaite M. Dodds. 
Ammonius ne semble pas avoir professé la doctrine de "Ev 
transcendant au voUc. Origene, de son côté, dans le De Principiis 
ቤይ 1, 6) se pose bien, avec toute son époque, la question: le Dieu 
supréme est-il conscient, est-il personnel ? Dieu est-il Monade, 
Hénade, ou voie ? Mais il se décide pour un Dieu qui est et qui 
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se pense lui-même: A dv et non «b öv. Il s’accorde ainsi avec 
Ammonius pour préférer un Dieu-vots à un Dieu-£v. Ne fait-il 
1. cependant que le suivre ? 

Je tiens, pour ma part, qu'il faut distinguer entre un Ammonius 
paien et un Ammonius chrétien, aussi bien qu'entre un Origene 
chrétien et un Origéne paien. 

Qui était l'Ammonius païen ? Un professeur de philosophie, 
un « maître des disciplines philosophiques », dont Origène déclare 
avoir, ainsi qu'Héraclas, suivi les cours (Eusèbe, H. E. VI, 19, 
13). Il n'était pas nécessairement un Wundermann: plutôt un 
«didascale» enthousiaste, inspiré (évOoverdcag mpds TÒ ፕኻሩ 
ፍ፥እዐወ0ዋ፥ 5 KAmdıvöv, dit Hiéroclès). 

Pour passer maintenant à Numénius, il faut dire, je crois, qu'il 
y a, chez lui, au point de départ, un effort de systématisation du 
platonisme, comme je Vindiquais, du reste, dans mon atticle 
des Mélanges Bidez, Cette systématisation a été surtout opérée en 
fonction de l'Epéfre II et du Parménide de Platon, d’où l'on a 
tenté de dégager une hiérarchie fixe et constante d'hypostases. 
Sans doute ai-je parlé alors, en 1954, impressionné par lAgnostos 
Theos de Norden, d’influences orientales: on n'échappe pas 4 son 
temps. Il me semble aujourd’hui plus délicat de définir ce que 
recouvrent exactement, à l'époque considérée, les termes « Orient» 
et « Occident», Il faut bien, en tout cas, poser le probléme: 
qu’est-ce qui a conduit Numénius 4 distinguer un premier et un 
second Dieu ? C'est là, en effet, ce qui différencie son attitude de 
celle du platonisme moyen ? Le premier Dieu, pour celui-ci, 
est un Démiurge. Peut-on deriver l'opposition entre le Démiurge 
et le Bien d'une interprétation systématique du platonisme, 
rattacher exclusivement Pune à l'autre par une sorte de 
continuité dialectique ? Remarquez que pareille opposition 
peut prendre, et prend, dans le gnosticisme, des formes 
variées, distinctes de celles qu'elle a chez Marcion. Dans le 
valentinisme, par exemple, et singuliérement chez Héracléon, 


le Démiurge est un étre inférieur, obtus, médiocre plutôt `: 


que franchement mauvais, bon même, si l’on veut, dans la 
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mesure où son action est voulue, ou plus ou moins inconsciem- 
ment inspirée, par le Logos. 

De toute facon, n'y a-t-il pas chez les gnostiques et chez 
Numénius un probléme analogue ? Probléme d'ailleurs lié à celui 
de la Matiére comme mal absolu, et 4 celui de la condition hu- 
maine: il s'agit de décharger Dieu de la responsabilité du Mal. 
On imagine en conséquence des intermédiaires entre le Bien 
supréme, ou le Dieu souverainement bon, et la Matiéte, ou le 
monde: des hypostases, des archontes ou des anges dont le chef 
sera finalement assimilé à Tahvé, le dieu de la Genese et de la Loi. 
Quels étaient, en effet, les entités susceptibles d'assumer la respon- 
sabilité de la création ? Necessairement, ou bien le Dieu de la 
Bible juive (à la fois $nwoupyög et vonoß&rng), ou bien le Dé- 
miurge du Timée. 

On trouve chez Numénius et chez les gnostiques le méme 
enchainement de problémes. Plotin, attaquant les gnostiques, 
attaque, semble-t-il, en méme temps Numénius. Au début du 
traité II 9, au chapitre 1, il s'en prend, comme l'a montré M. Dodds, 
au voie èv hovytg, au voUc ou au Ücbc &pyác de Numénius, mais 
sa critique porte aussi, et du méme coup, contre les gnostiques. 
Le débat avec la gnose (Ean. II 9, 6; cf. peut-être, III 9, 1) est 
centré sur l'interprétation du passage du Timée 39 e, si important 
pour Numénius ainsi que M. Dodds l'a également souligné. Il 
apparait que les gnostiques essayaient de répandre leur doctrine 
sous le couvert de commentaires de Platon. Il y a une sorte de 
chassé-croisé entre leur interprétation de Platon en fonction de 
leur doctrine et la transposition de leur doctrine en termes plato- 
niciens, 

C’est de la méme maniére que des propagandistes manichéens 
agiront un peu plus tard, à la fin du même III? siècle, aux dires 
d'Alexandre de Lycopolis: la tentation est permanente pour les 
systèmes gnostiques de s'offrir comme des platonismes supérieurs 
ou de se couler dans le moule du platonisme. Plotin a dà ressentir 
lui-méme l'analogie entre la pensée de Numénius et celle des 
gnostiques. Je n’irai pas jusqu'à dire que Numénius s'explique 
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par la gnose; mais je parlerais volontiers, à son propos, d'une 
« gnose paienne», en employant une expression que ne renierait 
pas, je crois, le Père Festugière. 

Je n’ai tien à objecter à Phypothése selon laquelle les Sai Zoé 
Aoyta auraient été influencés par Numenius. En tout cas, il faut 
reconnaitre la présence de certains éléments iraniens dans ces 
oracles. Hans Lewy, dans son dernier travail (Chaldaean Oracles 
and Theurgy, Le Caire, 1956) a bien signalé les thèmes et le voca- 
bulaire gnostiques qui s'y trouvent. Si Numénius a bien été la 
source des Oracles chaldaiques, ce serait une raison de plus de 
reconnaître les. affinités de Numénius avec le gnosticisme. 

Un des bienfaits de la découverte de Nag Hamádi aura été de 
nous mettre en contact avec une gnose vivante. Nous comprenons, 
nous saisissons par là l'effet de séduction — encore sensible sur 
nous — qu'elle a pu produire, qu'elle a effectivement produit en 
divers milieux. Il y a là tout aussi bien des témoignages d'une 
expérience humaine et mystique ttés profonde, trés émouvante, 
que des exposés abstraits et rigoureusement systématiques qui 
— tel le quatrième traité du « Codex Jung» attribuable à Héracléon 
— sont de véritables sommes de théologie ou de métaphysique. 

Evidemment, le probléme de l'influence que la gnose a pu 
exercet sur Numénius est, comme celui du gnosticisme lui-méme, 
plus facile 4 traiter phénoménologiquement qu'historiquement. 
Je suis frappé des similitudes qu'offre l'attitude de Numénius 
avec celle des gnostiques. Son cas paraît analogue à celui des 
viri novi በ? Arnobe, sortes de gnostiques païens à mettre, semble-t-il, 
en rapport avec Porphyre. Certains passages dans le De abstinentia 
de ce dernier ont une extraordinaire allure de gnosticisme. Tout 
récemment, je relevais un parallélisme étroit entre la Lettre à 
Marcella de Porphyre (C. 10) et un fragment — conservé par 
Epiphane (Pan. XXVI, 13, 2-3) — de l Evangile (gnostique) selon 
Philippe: il est question, ici et là, de la obAñeËLe, du rassemblement 
opéré par Päme de ses « membres dispersés». R. Reitzenstein 
(Historia monachorum et Historia Lausiaca, Göttingen, 1926, pp. 97- 
100) croyait y apercevoir les traces d'un mythe oriental, de celui 
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d'Osiris en particulier. A.-J. Festugière (Personal Religion among 
the Greeks, Los Angeles, 1954, p. 59; Le Révélation d Hermès 
Trismégiste, TV, Paris, 1954, p. 215 et n. 1) fait, au contraire, appel 
au Phédon (67 c), sans mentionner, au reste, L’ Evangile de Philippe. 
Chacun ne voit qu'un aspect de la question: il y a, en fait, revéte- 
ment platonicien d'une image ou d'un théme gnostique d'origine 
sans doute mythique. L Evangile de Philippe substitue un terme 
johannique (Job. xi, 52) à celui du Phédon pour exprimer la 
dispersion des a membres» de l’äme. 

Dans mon article de 1934, j'avais, à propos dela doctrine des 
deux ámes (l'une bonne, l'autre mauvaise), rapproché Numénius 
du manichéisme aussi bien que du gnosticisme proprement dit. 
C'était trop me fier aux affirmations de saint Augustin. En réalité, 
pour les manichéens, il n'y a pas deux âmes, il y a une seule âme 
qui ne peut étre que bonne en soi et pat nature, mais qui, actuelle- 
ment liée et mélée à la substance mauvaise, subit les tentations du 
Mal et tend par là au Mal; en d'autres termes, la prétendue « àme 
mauvaise» ou « démoniaque» n'est que l'áme considérée dans la 
condition présente et charnelle, le « moi» en tant qu'il est plongé 
dans une situation mauvaise. En revanche, je pense qu'il n'y a pas 
loin des conceptions de Numénius à celles que les valentiniens, 
les basilidiens et d'autres gnostiques se font, soit d'une «äme ad- 
ventice» (xpooqv3jc yh), formée de l'agrégat de TPOTHOTHUATA, 
soit d'un « esprit contrefacteur» (dvttumsov meta), sutajouté à 
l'àme au moment de la conception et instrument de la Eipappévn. 

Pour en revenir à Porphyre, je croirais assez volontiers qu'il 
s'est produit chez lui une sorte d’affaiblissement de l'influence 
rationaliste de Plotin, après la mort de celui-ci. L'évolution reli- 
gieuse de Porphyre mériterait d'étre étudiée pour elle-même. 
Il faudrait tenir compte des rapports très étroits qui le relient à 
Numénius. 

M. Theiler : Ich fühle mich durch die Ausführungen von M. 
Puech sehr gefördert. Die Gnosis ist nicht gering zu schätzen. 
Das Evangelium veritatis, das Herr Puech mitveróffentlicht hat, 
ist ein Stück, das mir grossen Eindruck gemacht hat. Wie 
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Herr Puech schon bemerkt hat, die von den Kirchenvätern 
hervorgezogene Aeonendramatik, die uns, wenn nicht abstósst, 
doch merkwürdig berührt, tritt dort gar nicht heraus, sondern 
wit haben etwas von einem Zug zum Geistigen; wenn historische 
Ereignisse zu geistigen Akten uminterpretiert wetden, entspricht 
das einem weiten menschlichen Bedürfnis. Die tiefsinnigen Aus- 
deutungen kónnten vielleicht in unserer Zeit dem vielfach so 
bedrohten Christentum wieder Freunde gewinnen. Das gleiche 
Sehnen nach dem Geistigen kommt im Platonismus in allen tie- 
feren und hóheren Formen immer wieder zum Ausdruck. Nur 
eben nirgends so eigenartig, nirgends so individuell wie bei 
Plotin. 

M. Dorrie: Zunächst möchte ich einige Worte zu dem sagen, 
was wir eben von Herrn Dodds über die Theologie des Numenios 
gehórt haben. Liegt nicht etwas Erstaunliches darin, dass es vielen 
zunächst so schien, als führe Plotins Lehre garnicht über Nume- 
nios hinaus ? Plotins Schüler Amelios hielt sich für verpflichtet, 
in einem Buch eigens darzustellen, worin Plotin sich von Nume- 
nios unterscheide, und Porphyrios, der in der Vita Plot. 17, 4 ff. 
davon berichtet, kommt 18, 4 auf diesen Punkt mit Nachdruck 
zurück. 

So merkwürdig das ist, man findet doch eine Erklärung, wenn 
man ein wenig auf die Diskussionen schaut, die im Platonismus 
zu Numenios’ Zeiten anhuben. Um die Mitte des zweiten Jahrh. 
n. Chr. begann eine Erörterung darüber, ob die bis dahin gültige 
Anschauung, dass es zwei Seins-Stufen — rd&eıs «Gv fue — 
gibt, zulänglich sei. Wir lesen ja im theologischen Kapitel des 
Albinos (did. 10; 164, 19 Hermann) so ein halbes Zugeben: « Es 
ist möglich, dass über den uns ergreifbaren Stufen des Göttlichen 
noch eine oder mehrere weitere bestehen»; wir lesen in etwas 
gewollt dunkler Einkleidung bei Plutarch, De gen. Socr. 22; 
591 b, jene Symbolisierung der Moirai mit mehreren oi Beta, 


und zugleich mit mehren Formen des Existierens. Aber zu 


einer systematischen Ausformulierung war man noch nicht ge- 
kommen. 


i 
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Soviel man sehen kann, ist Numenios der erste gewesen, der 
die Zahl der Seins-Stufen prizis auf drei festlegte; daher konnte 
wohl eine doxographisch registrierende Darstellung in diesem 
Punkt eine grundsátzliche Gleichheit zwischen Plotin und Nume- 
nios feststellen: beide postulierten drei Seins-Stufen. 

In diesem Zusammenhang erscheint die Datierung des Nu- 
menios auf die Zeit des Kaisers Marc Aurel, also jedenfalls in das 
Ende des zweiten Jahrhunderts, als eine glückliche Lósung; denn 
sie enthebt uns der Schwierigkeit, der man begegnet, wenn man, 
wie üblich, das Wirken des Numenios ins dritte Jahrhundert, 
also nicht allzu fern von Plotin ansetzt: den Dreischritt, ja, das 
schon zur Manie entartete Spiel mit triadischen Einteilungen 
finden wir bei dem herzlich unbedeutenden Harpokration; diesen 
kann man sich nur schwer ohne ein Vorbild denken, wie es 
Numenios bot. Dieser Grund legt es nahe, den Numenios, der 
ja eine viel grössere Weite gehabt hat, vor Harpokration zu ord- 
nen. In der grossen Doxographie über den Demiurgos bezeugt 
Proklos (in Tim. 1 302, 25 f), Harpoktation sei Schüler des 
Attikos gewesen; doch wird diese Notiz dem Wesen des Harpo- 
kration viel zu wenig gerecht. 

Zugleich muss nun aber unterstrichen werden, dass Nume- 
nios doch ersichtlich nur zögernd die drei Seins-Stufen in die 
Dogmatik des damaligen Platonismus einführte; et scheut sich, 
sie als absolute Werte unverbunden neben einander zu setzen; 
vielmehr betont er, dass das Erste nur £v npooyp'hoet mit dem 
Zweiten denke, das Zweite nur ይሃ rpooyphoe mit dem Dritten 
schaffe (test. 25 Leemans = Proklos, iz Tim. 111 103, 28 Diehl). 
Keine dieser Hypostasen vermag also ohne « Das nach ihr» zu 
wirken, — ein Punkt in dem Plotin nachmals radikal anders 
entschied. Bei Numenios behalten die niederen Hypostasen als 
6ህ oùx veu noch einen gewissen ontologischen Wert, während 
die plotinische Hypostase kein altıov neben sich oder unter 
sich duldet. 

Nun ist dies Zógern vor der letzten Konsequenz typisch für 
den Mittelplatonismus; man gibt so ungern das bisher Gelehrte 
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auf, und nur widerstrebend, mit Einschränkungen und oft mit 
der "Tendenz zu Riickschritten folgt man der Entwicklung, die 
sich längst angebahnt hat. 

Dies muss gewiss auch in Betracht gezogen werden, wenn 
man die Probleme um Ammonios erórtert. Hier ist zu fragen: 
wie haben die beiden Platoniker Origenes und Plotin die Nach- 
folge des Ammonios vollzogen ? Ganz gewiss hat ja Plotin Ernst 
gemacht mit dem Postulat, es gelte das Eine als überseienden 
Seinsgrund über alles Sein und Denken hinauszuheben; und 
eben dies Postulat schreibt Porphyrios mit Entschiedenheit dem 
Ammonios zu; bezeugt ist das bei Nemesios, De nat. hominis 3; 
129, 9 ff. Matthaei — die einzige Stelle, die über eine Lehre des 
Ammonios Positives und Stichhaltiges ausgibt. 

Dem steht nun entgegen, dass der Mitschüler Plotins, der 
Platoniker Origenes, sich ebenso entschieden weigerte, dies 
Postulat als gültig anzuerkennen; das Zeugnis hierfür stebt bei 
Proklos, in Plat. theol. II 4. Origenes erklärte in offenkundig pole- 
mischer Absicht, einzig der Bxoıkebg — das war Fachwort für 
das höchste Wesen — sei der Schöpfer; er liess also nicht zu, dass 
das Schöpferische unter dem Höchsten Denkbaren hypostasiert 
wurde; damit widersetzte er sich dem Gedanken einer Stufung 
im Transszendenten überhaupt. Ich möchte aber dabei zu beden- 
ken geben, dass er damit sehr konservativ im Sinne einer Schul- 
tradition spricht, die schon den Numenios veranlasste, den 
Demiurgos für das adtoayabby abu.purov tÅ odota, fragm. 25 
Leemans, zu erklären. Hat nun Plotin oder Origenes die Linie 
des Ammonios folgerichtig fortgesetzt ? Man muss sehr damit 
rechnen, dass der — im Vergleich zu Plotin — weniger selb- 
ständige Origenes in den Schulplatonismus zurücksank; und es 
scheint mir bedenklich, ihn als Zeugen dafür in Anspruch zu 
nehmen, dass Ammonios eben auch nur Schulgemässes gelehrt 
habe; dem steht ja nun alles entgegen, was Porphyrios über diesen 
Mann niedergelegt hat. 

Das Ammonios-Problem spitzt sich auf die Frage zu: sollen 
wir, gestützt auf das Origenes-Zeugnis (Proklos, in Plat. theol. 
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I 4) dem Ammonios die Lehre von ëv und von der ደህኔዉረ 
absprechen ? Dann wire Plotin cin ganz kühner Neueter ge- 
wesen, und Porphyrios’ Aussagen über Ammonios müssten als 
statk gefürbt angesehen werden. Oder dürfen wir, gestützt 
auf das einzige die Substanz berührende Zeugnis (Nemesios 5; 
129, 9), das dort dem Ammonios zugeschriebene Dogma von 
der £vooic als echt und gültig bezeugt ansehen ? Dann würde 
wenigstens in einem einzigen Punkt klar, wieso Ammonios der 
Vorliufer Plotins war. Doch ist es wohl verfrüht — vor allem 
nachdem Herr Langerbeck wichtige Gesichtspunkte hierzu vor- 
getragen hat — diese Frage mit « sic» oder « non» zu entscheiden. 

Nun móchte ich in grósster Knappheit einige Punkte wenig- 
stens streifen, die Herr Dodds zum Ammonios und zugleich zu 
meinem Aufsatz berührt hat. Für jeden, der hieran arbeiten will, 
ist die Aufgabe schwierig; denn was die Substanz seiner Lehre 
anlangt, so lässt sich nur der schon genannten Nemesios-Stelle, 
und vielleicht (doch dies mit grossen Zweifeln) einem bei Photios 
erhaltenen Zeugnis des Hierokles etwas abgewinnen. Diesem 
Mangel gegenüber schien es wichtig, einmal alles zusammenzu- 
fassen, was wir aus dem Umkreis des Ammonios und über seine 
Wirkung wissen: jene seltsamen Mitteilungen aus seiner Schule 
gehóren hierher, die dem Porphyrios durch Plotin, ebensogut 
aber auch durch Longin zugeflossen sein kónnen, der sich ja 
rühmte, auch Ammonios’ Unterricht genossen zu haben. Ein 
weiterer Ansatzpunkt, von dem aus ich versuchte, einen Schluss 
zu ziehen, war die Richtung, in welche Ammonios offenbar den 
Plotin gelenkt hat, sodass er die Reise nach Indien versuchte; 
kurzum, ich versuchte etwas von der Atmosphire, die den Am- 
monios umgab, wieder einzufangen; und ich kann nicht anders 
sagen: da mutet doch manches sehr pythagoreisch an, — nicht 
zuletzt die Lebensweise, die Plotin nachmals führte. 

Was die Scheidung der zwei Ammonioi und der zwei Origeneis 
anlangt, so bin ich für die freundliche Zustimmung, die diese 
"These hier gefunden hat, sehr dankbar. Eusebios an der berübmten 
Stelle in der Kirchengeschichte VI 19, 5 weiss mit der Notiz, 
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die er Porphyrios Buch wider die Christen entnimmt, nichts 
anzufangen. Exstens, so muss er konstatieren, ist die Aussage 
über Origenes insofern falsch, als der ihm, Eusebios, allein 
bekannte Origenes garnicht von heidnischen, sondern von christ- 
lichen Eltetn stammte; und zweitens erweist sich als falsch, was 
Porphyrios da über Ammonios gesagt bat. Denn derjenige Am- 
monios, den Eusebios — wieder als einzigen — kennt, war ja ein 
christlicher Lehrer der Philosophie; offenbar war er der Ver- 
trauensmann des Christen Origenes, zu dem er seine Katecheten 
schickte, damit sie sich in heidnischer Philosophie zu apologe- 
tischen Zwecken vervollkommneten. Hierbei wáre nun sehr in 
Frage zu stellen (falls ich Herrn Puech richtig verstanden habe), 
ob man aus der Notiz des Eusebios (H. E. 6, 19, 9 ff.) über jenen 
Christen Ammonios auch nur das Geringste über den Schul- 
betrieb des uns interessierenden nicht-schreibenden Ammonios 
ableiten darf. Wieder muss ich auf die Vita Plotini des Porphyrios, 
vot allem auf Kap. 2 hinweisen. Dieser Ammonios, von dem dort 
die Rede ist, wat weder Schulplatoniker noch Christ; die Geistes- 
haltung dieses Mannes, der Plotin zu fesseln vermochte, hat uns 
Herr Theiler ja soeben kurz vor Augen geführt; es ist das eben 
die Haltung, die Oswald Spengler als « magisch» bezeichnen 
wollte. Nimmt man alles zusammen, was Herr Theiler eben 
anklingen liess, so liegt es doch am nächsten, die Verbindung 
zum Pythagoreertum herzustellen; dort jedenfalls wird jene 
Geisteshaltung am ehesten greifbar. Wir dürfen ja nicht ver- 
gessen, dass das Pythagoreertum der Kaiserzeit in vielem von 
dem der archaischen und klassischen Zeit verschieden war. 
Angesichts der Argumente von Herrn Dodds und Herrn Puech 
möchte ich meine Interpretation jenes £v0ouciáCew (so Hierokles 
bei Photios, bibl, 461 a 33) zurückziehen. Ich wehrte mich dage- 
gen, es in dem blassen Sinne von « begeistert» zu interpretieren, 
den dies Wort im Deutschen angenommen hat; nun muss ich 


mich aber dem Einwand beugen, dass &vBouoıdLewv eine analoge | 


Abwertung im Griechischen durchgemacht hat. Wesentlich mehr 
Wert möchte ich auf das GeoSt3axrog (so Hierokles bei Photios, 
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bibl. 46x a 32) legen und dazu die Frage stellen, ob man hier 
nicht ein Belehrt-Werden des Ammonios aus einer Inspiration 
heraus verstehen muss. 

Im Ganzen gesehen, ist der Satz zweifellos richtig, ja sogar 
sehr glücklich formuliert: « Ammonios ist für uns ein grosser 
Schatten.» — aber gerade darum hoffe ich sehr, dass es gelingen 
wird — wenn man nur alle Einzelheiten zusammen nimmt —, die 
Umrisse dieses Schattens mit einiger Bestimmtheit nachzu- 
zeichnen. 

P. Henry: M. Dôrrie (Ammonius, der Lehrer Plotins, Hermes, 
83, 1955, pp. 466-467) a fait remarquer avec beaucoup de perti- 
nence que Je surnom Sakkas ne vient que dans des témoignages 
tardifs, celui de Théodoret et le texte, extrêmement maladroit, 
d'Ammien Marcellin 22, 16, 16. Il est quand méme curieux de 
voir cet Ammonius entre des grammairiens. Cet argument me 
paraît très sérieux: Sakkas serait une interpolation dans le texte 
d’Ammien. Eric Seeberg (Zeitschr. f. Kircheng. 60, 1941, pp. 136- 
170) soulevait une autre difficulté, d'ordre grammatical, la posi- 
tion insolite de Particle dans le texte de Théodoret, Gr. aff. cur. 
6, 60; Raeder 169, 11: "Aude 6 ëmixAny Ziooocc. Cette argu- 
mentation vous parait-elle fondée philologiquement ? 

M. Dodds: Cela ne m'a pas convaincu. I do not think that 
the word-order proves anything. As for the very strange 
position of Ammonius in this list of persons, it is impossible to 
decide whether this is the author's error or that of a later inter- 
polator. I do not think it safe to assume that the error is due 
to interpolation. 

M. Puech: “O Xioxx&c ne pourrait-il pas s'expliquer comme 
une forme abrégée de 6 xal Zo Be, « Ammonius, celui qui est 
surnommé Sakkas» ? Théodoret fait de Daxxéig un équivalent de 
oaxxopépoc (lat. saccarius), terme qui est effectivement employé 
par Suidas (ou la « Souda») dans sa notice sur notre philosophe 
et qui signifie d'ordinaire « portefaix»; d'oà ce qu'il rapporte 
d'Ammonius abandonnant, pour se livrer à la philosophie, les 
sacs dans lesquels il avait auparavant pour profession de trans- 
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porter le froment. Mais ne peut-on pas songer à un autre sens de 
«saccophote», «celui qui se revêt d'un sac en guise de cilice », qui 
porte par mortification, dans un esprit d'humilité et de pauvreté, 
un vêtement grossier ? Le port du adxxoc, du saccus cilicinus, est 
bien attesté parmi les pratiques de l'ancien monachisme chrétien. 
Est-ce cet habit d'ascéte qui a valu son surnom à Ammonius ? 
Je ne suggére qu'avec réserves pareille interprétation. 

M. Dodds : Saccas is not found as a personal name anywhere 
else, is it, except in relation to Ammonius ? 

M. Dorrie : Ich fand den Namen Sakkas noch ein zweites Mal: 
Nämlich in der Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca wird ein heiliger 
Apollonius Sakkas erwähnt. 

M. Puech : Saxxopépoc — ainsi que saxxopopety — se retrouve 
également ailleurs. Notamment dans plusieurs lois impériales du 
ive siècle dirigées contre les Manichéens: ceux-ci y sont accusés de 


chercher à dissimuler leur identité sous le masque d'une vie ascé- 


tique, de se cacher sous les noms fallacieux d’« Encratites», 
d'« Apotactites», d'«Hydroparastates» ou de « Saccophores ». 
Ces appellations visent ici des spirituels ou des sortes de moines 
pratiquant un ascétisme outré et suspects d'hétérodoxie. 

M. Dorrie : Die Interpretation Theodorets ist aber wahtschein- 
lich eine abwertende und spóttische Interpretation ! 

P. Henry: Vargument de M. Dérrie, à savoir que le témoi- 
gnage de Théodoret est isolé et tardif, nous porterait-il à déclarer 
que nous n'avons pas de garantie qu'Ammonius s'appelait 
A Xoxx&c ? Voilà la question. 

M. Puech: Ce m'est toutefois pas Théodoret qui a inventé 
6 Daxndc. 

M. Dirrie: An diesem Punkt gibt es die grosse Schwierigkeit. 
Möglicherweise sind sämtliche Nennungen und Bezeugungen des 
Ammonius nur durch Porphytios vermittelt. Allein in der Frage 
des Hierokles ist die Diskussion darüber offen; aber ich neige 
dazu, auch da den Porphyrios als Mittelsmann irgendwie anzu- 
nehmen. Die Frage muss also präzisiert werden: Hat Porphytios 
den Namen Sakkas gekannt ? Denn wenn alle Kenntnis von 
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Ammonios über Porphyrios gelaufen ist, dann müsste auch der 
Name Sakkas, falls er echt ist und dem historischen Ammonios 
zukommt, irgendwo bei Porphyrios gestanden haben. 

M. Dodds : V suppose that one possible answer to Herr Dör- 
ries question is: Yes, Porphyry knew this perhaps not very 
complimentary term Saccas, he preferred not to use it of this 
honoured master of his master, but instead he described him as 
OzoBiBoxroc, which is a way of saying, as I understand it, that 
he was adtoSiSaxroc. I think these two terms may possibly 
hang together. 

P. Henry: Un des points les plus importants du travail de 
M. Dodds, c'est tout de méme les trois hypostases dont nous 
avons très peu parlé. Voici découverte, peut-étre, une source 
immédiate aux trois hypostases de Plotin avec cette restriction 
que chez Numénius elles sont non pas séparées, mais encore liées 
pat la mpócyprot, au sens où l'hypostase supérieure dans son 
action « se sett» de l'inférieure et, sous cet aspect, en dépend. La 
découverte est très importante et nous ramène à une idée à 
Jaquelle, personnellement, en réaction sans doute contre les 
exagérations manifestes de F. Heinemann (Plotin, 1921), je ne 
croyais pas beaucoup, à savoir la possibilité d'un développement 
de la pensée de Plotin, des premiers traités aux derniers. 

M. Theiler: Es hatte sich durch die Interpretation von 
Herrn Dodds gezeigt, dass nicht ganz wenige Beziehungen 
zwischen Numenius und Plotin aufweisbar sind, dass es bei 
Numenius schon eine Vorform der Dreihypostasen-Lehre gibt. 
Wir sind freilich nicht einmal sicher, sagten wir, ob Ammonios 
das hóchste unfassbare Gute schon abgetrennt hat vom Schónen, 
dem Intellegibeln. Wenn Plotin in der frühen Schrift III 9 [15] 1 
einer Interpretation des Numenius näher folgt als in spáteren 
Ausserungen, so wird die Chronologie der Werke Plotins, die 
in der Übersetzung von Herrn Harder deutlich wird, wichtig. 
Ich bin geneigt, eine gewisse Entwicklung, nicht gerade im Sinne 
einer inneren Konversion Plotins anzunehmen, aber doch 
derart, dass gewisse Punkte in späteren Schriften mehr her- 
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vorgetreten sind, gewisse Themen gegenüber andern erst später 
Wichtigkeit bekommen haben. Glücklich war die Formulierung 
des Herren Puech einer « attitude gnostique», von der aus schon 
die Vorneuplatoniker ausgegangen sind. Es war nicht mehr das 
alte ungebrochene griechische Lebensgefühl das am Grunde 
ibres Philosophierens stand, es sind gerade durch die inneren 
Wandlungen der Seele auch Kontakte mit dem Orient móglich 
geworden, und damit ist die Schulfrage, ob die Gnosis eine 
óstliche oder westliche Erscheinung ist, überflüssig oder nicht 
so von Belang, wie es zunächst scheinen könnte. Plotin selber 
liegt wie auf einer Insel, um die der Strom des Gnostischen oder 
Magischen fliesst — gebrauchen wir in vorsichtiger Weise den 
Ausdruck von Spengler. 

M. Hadot: Je voudrais poser une question à M. Dodds au 
sujet des ttois hypostases de Numénius. M. Dodds a proposé une 
correction au texte de Numénius, exactement au texte du frag- 
ment 25 qui se termine par Ereıra Oewpytixds Occ. M. Dodds 
dit que le contexte de ce fragment oblige à corriger le texte, 
c'est-à-dire à transformer Emevta en ደመነ ó a(mpéitoc). La correc- 
tion est trés élégante, mais je me demande si elle est nécessaire. 
10 Le premier voüg peut-il être Oempytixds seul, puisqu'en fait 
il se sert du second voög pour penser. Peut-on dire que le premier 
vote est vraiment Oewpntixdg ? 29 Ne pourrait-on pas inter- 
préter Emevta Oewpntixds dAwe dans un sens proche du stoicisme, 
c’est-à-dire de la manière suivante. Le second voüc, après avoir 
créé sa propre idée et le monde, et après l'économie, Sralxyauc, se 
retourne vers le premier Dieu pour le contempler. En somme le 
nerta gatderait tout le souvenir de toute l'économie du monde. 
Je rapprocherais ce texte des textes stoiciens concernant la con- 
templation de Zeus aprés la fin du monde: par exemple, Sénéque, 
epist. 9, 16: «adquiescit sibi cogitationibus suis traditus». Ne 
peut-on interpréter la triade de Numénius comme celle d'un vote 
qui est presque déjà PUn plotinien, (je suis d'accord avec vous 
là-dessus, il n'a pas l'activité de pensée, le mouvement qui sera 
impliqué par la pensée), et d'un second voie qui est double, 
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parce que, d'une part, il a un premier mouvement créateur (il 
crée sa propre idée et celle du monde; il se tourne vers la matiére) 
et qu'il a ensuite une conversion par laquelle il se retourne vers 
le premier voc. En somme je pense que ፻፳6ፔ6 peut être gardé et 
signifie après la fin du monde, après l’économie de toute la nature. 

M. Dodds: X did consider carefully the view that you have 
expressed. I thought it would not do because it implies or 
appears to imply an interpretation of the Timaeus as involving a 
sequence in time. Other fragments, I think, make it clear that 
Numenius did not believe, as Plutarch presumably did, in a tem- 
poral succession in the Timaeus. And if that is so I find it hard 
to give meaning to the Zreıra. This was my main reason for 
rejecting your view. 

M. Hadot: Mais comment peut-on expliquer que le premier 
vote soit Oewpytixds ፳አጩሬ ? Qu'est-ce qu'il contemple ? 

M. Dorrie: Darf ich daran erinnern, dass Bempnrimèc voUc 
bereits ein Fachausdruck ist bei Aristoteles de Anima B 3. Da 
scheidet Aristoteles den voöc, wie er sich in den Seelenfähigkeit 
der Menschen manifestiert, und den Sewpytinds voUc und erklärt 
es für unmöglich eine Verbindung zwischen beiden herzustellen; 
und ich glaube, dass die Scheidung mehrerer Grade des vote 
durchaus auf diese Anschauung des Aristoteles zurückgeht. 
Wir müssen also bei der Untersuchung wohl mithóren, was 
Aristoteles an der immer wieder beachteten Stelle sagt. Und der 
Bewpytixds voüc ist natürlich derjenige, über den wir in 
Metaphysik N 9 ausführlich hören. Also wenn wir die Stelle 
atistotelisch lieber verstehen dürfen, ware Ihre Frage beantwortet. 
Aristoteles sagt, de Anima B 2, 413 b 25, dass der auf Abstraktes 
gerichtete voðç für ihn, für Aristoteles, nicht in direkte Verbin- 
dung zu bringen ist mit den übrigen voög-haltigen Seelenfähig- 
keiten des wahren Erkennens, Erinnerns u.s.w. In die Doxo- 
graphie ging nochmals die Formel ein Büpadev elonptvesOat tov 
voüv, was aus der Schrift ger. animal. B 3, 736 a 28 und B 6, 
744b 22 herausentwickelt ist. So ist die Scheidung zweier 
Aspekte des voie bei Aristoteles vorbereitet. 
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M. Hadot: Oui, mais je ne vois pas pourquoi le premier a 
besoin du second voUc pour penser. 

M. Dorrie: Bezicht sich diese Frage auf das £v mpooyphoet ? 

M. Hadot: Cest le sens de àv npooyphoeı qui est en jeu. 
Parce que, ou bien ce premier voie est un voüc aristotélicien qui 
est un, justement parce qu'il se pense lui-même, pour qui, la 
pensée de lui-méme fait son unité, ou bien alors il est vote pré- 
plotinien (comme dit Plotin, un voie èv hovxiæ) donc qui, par 
lui-méme, n'a pas d'objet, donc, qui ne peut pas étre Bewpntinds. 
C'est un vot¢ inconscient, si l'on peut dire. 

M. Dodds: We are told by Numenius (fragm. 25) that the 
second voUc creates his own 185%. There you have the reflexive 
consciousness of the Aristotelian voðç contemplating itself. 
This is quite intelligible. But in what sense the first voie can 
voety or can be theoretical, I do not know and possibly Numenius 
did not know, because, as I tried to point out this morning, 
Plotin also has very great difficulties in explaining the kind of 
consciousness which can be attributed to the One. The nearest 
he can get to describing it is to call it $xepvómot (VI 8, 16), 
which means nothing. This is a real difficulty in the system of 
both writers. 

44. Hadot: Dans le systéme de Numénius, le premier voie 
peut-il être Oewpytinds ? 

M. Dodds: It is said to be mepl «à vonré in Numenius 
(fragm. 24): 6 pèv 059 npëroc mepl Tà voté. Then there is 
again the same problem here too: if he is a pure intelligence 
without object, how can he be repèt tà vonré ? 

M. Hadot : Quel est le sens exact de rep} ? 

M. Dodds: « En telation à». 

M. Hadot: Le meet tà vonr& xal «à alo@nré laisserait bien 
entendre que le second voc se tourne vers le sensible et ensuite 
se retourne vers Pintelligible. 

M. Dodds: Tout cela vient de la seconde Lettre de Platon: 
Sebrepov 85 sep (mépu?) tà Sebrepa (512 e 3, c£. Enn. 18, 2, 51 
and V 1, 8, 2). 
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M. Hadot: Oui, mais c'est l'inverse, parce que, dans la lettre 
de Platon, ce sont les choses qui sont axfour du Bien. 

P. Henry: Pour vous, zepl est un mouvement descendant ? 

M. Hadot: Peut-être veut-il dire «charge de». Si le second 
voie est nepl ta aloßmrd, il connait les ፲020ብፔጨ L'objet de sa 
pensée sera sensible. 

M. Dodds : Yes, and this I think is explained by the doctrine of 
èv mpocy poet so far as it is explained at all: with the mpdayeyatc 
of the third God, the second is able to « think» also the sensible 
things. 

M. Hadot: Mais, A ce moment-là, si l'on utilise la notion de 
èv npooyphası, le premier vote atteint les voté, avec Paide du 
second voöc. Donc, par lui-même, en lui-même, il n'est pas 
Depeche, 

M. Puech: I est purement intelligence, c'est un vonröv et non 
un ህዕፎፀዕሃ- 

M. Hadot: Yl me semble d’ailleurs que M. Dodds l'a dit: 
«his distinctive activity must be something other than NEE 
proper». Je vois dans le second voüg une conversion, il est dırrög, 
justement parce qu’il a une conversion; il est tourné d'abord vers 
les choses sensibles, et ensuite vers les intelligibles. Je crois d'ail- 
leurs que, dans les Oracles Chaldaiques, 14 b Kroll, il y a quelque 
chose de ce genre, le second Dieu a une fonction intellectuelle 
et une fonction sensible. 

M. Theiler : Wit müssen zugestehen, dass die Interpretation 
von Herrn Hadot móglich ist und eine Anderung bei einem so 
schwierigen Text, wo wir den Zusammenhang zu wenig kennen, 
gefährlich ist. Wenigstens den ersten voög des Numenius kann 
man nicht ganz in die Nähe schon des êv des Plotin rücken, das 
gewiss nicht Bewpyrixdy genannt werden könnte. 

P. Henry: You said you were afraid of introducing with 
éxevra, a temporal succession. Couldn't we say that it is used 
here in a purely logical sense ? There would then be no need 
of emendation. The vod¢ both contemplates and creates, he 
does one «after» the other, but it really is at the same time. 
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Plotinus himself, alluding to Plato’s expressions (Ema. II; 
ሀጫ 9, 24-29; V 1 [ro], 6, 19-22) distinguishes «order» of reali- 
ties and temporal succession. 

M. Hadot: 11 y a le méme probléme pour le voÿs plotinien 
lui-même qui, par un aspect de lui-même, contemple PUn, et par 
un autre, contemple le monde des Idées. On peut dire qu'il peut 
faite les deux choses à la fois. 

M. Dodd: : This is a problem of Platonic interpretation, which 
I think we encounter on a somewhat crude and confused level 
here in Numenius; we encounter it again on a more subtle and 
delicate level in Plotinus. 

M. Theiler : Ich würde eine rein logische Bedeutung des terra 
annehmen, also « weiterhin» und gat nicht an eine zeitliche Folge 
denken, Man kann vielleicht noch — ich will Herrn Hadot damit 
stützen — an den Umfang der Oscpía bei Plotin III 8 erinnern. 

M. Armstrong : There is a conception of the relationship of the 
principles which we encounter in Albinos (and again in Plotinus) 
which may possibly be relevant here: this is the conception of 
the first voüc (in Albinos) supplying the second with its ideas. 
The second votc, having been set in order and supplied with 
its thoughts by the first voUc, creates the cosmos, and the first 
voöc, so to speak, creates through it. Plotinus in at least two 
places, I think, V 9 [5] 3, 26 and I1 3 [52] 18, 15, speaks of voie 
as the true Demiurgos, and he means this in the same sense, that 
voi supplies Soul, which is of course, the actual making prin- 
ciple in Plotinus, with the Abyor, the necessary forms for creating 
the cosmos. Is there perhaps in Numenius some crude and con- 
fused form of the doctrine of the co-operation of the two prin- 
ciples, both in thinking, as in Albinos, where the first supplies 
the second voüg with its ideas by directing it towards its own 
thoughts, and in creating ? I do not think that this explanation 
is quite satisfactory, because of this extraordinary remark that 
the first voös cannot think without the help of the second. 

That seems to me peculiar to Numenius, and at present quite 
impossible to explain, without knowing a little more about his 
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system. But my suggestion might possibly help to explain how 
a voUc could create, being Oewentixds Aoc, if it was creating 
by supplying what Plotinus would have called Aöyoı to the 
Third God. Is that possible ? 

Another point I should like to make is perhaps simply to 
underline something already said. I do sometimes find it very 
difficult to discover any sort of dependable criterion of orientalism 
in late Greek thinkers, but there was one thing remarked upon 
in Numenius which seems to me to supply at least a limited and 
partial criterion, ‘That was the statement preserved by Chalcidius 
that for Numenius there is evil in caelo, in the heavens, and also 
the suggestion in Macrobius that the second soul that came from 
the stars was evil. Now that seems to me to be a suggestion 
that any post-Platonic genuinely Greek thinker would have 
greeted with cries of horror. The genuine Hellenist, whether 
Stoic or Platonist, would have absolutely denied that there was 
evil in the superlunary regions, v obpav&. That is a region of 
perfection for all genuine Hellenic thinking. So perhaps we 
have here at least one indication of non-Hellenic thinking in 
Numenius, and something which, when it occurs elsewhere, 
might be taken as a clear indication of non-Hellenic influence, 
i.e.: the belief in evil in heaven, or in the spheres above the moon. 
Even Plotinus, who regards the matter of the sense-world as the 
principle of evil, denies that matter in the heavens is evil (cf. II 9 
[33] 8, 35-6). 

M. Dodds: And I think this perhaps was in the mind of 
Proclus when he complains against Numenius that he mixed up 
Platonism with «à yevebMaAoyixd with the doctrine of the 
astrologers (test. 42 Leemans). 

M. Armstrong : Yes, Plotinus argues against it too in el rot 
ፔል. &orpa (II 3 [52]). 

M. Dodds: 1 think this is a good criterion: perhaps, if I 
might revert to a point made this morning, I think, by M. Puech, 
a safer criterion than the one he suggested, namely the separa- 
tion of the Demiurgos from the First God. That, of course, 
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is a characteristic of Gnosticism; but one which after all can 
be rationally if wrongly inferred from some passages in Plato, 
particularly in the Timaios; so 1 do not feel certain that this is 
an un-Greek thought. But, that there is evil im caelo is, Y 
think, an un-Greek thought. 

M. Henry: Est-elle vraiment trés répandue chez les Orien- 
taux, l'idée du mal dans le ciel ? 

M. Puech: Yl y a, au moins, une exception avec les Iraniens. 
Les manichéens tiennent le soleil et la lune pour bons, contraire- 
ment aux planétes. Ils n'en restent pas moins fidéles à la notion 
de sept planètes mauvaises, quitte 4 ne pas compter le soleil et la 
lune au nombre de ces planètes. Mais, en général, pour les gnosti- 
ques, tout ce qui est visible et matériel — et, dans le firmament, 
le otepéwpa — est mauvais. Le xöoyos, pour eux, c'est la totalité 
des choses visibles comprenant le ciel et la terre. L'exception faite 
par les manichéens en faveur du soleil et de la lune est conforme 
à la tradition iranienne. Les gnostiques, eux, opèrent à partir de 
la vision grecque du monde — d’un monde qui est « ordre» 
réglé par des lois, c'est-à-dire à leurs yeux, contrainte, esclavage, 
abaissement insupportable, chose mauvaise en un mot. Aussi, 
dans leur révolte, condamnent-ils en bloc le xéapog tout entier, 
y comptis le ciel visible et les sphéres planétaires. 

M. Harder : Ich denke, dass Herr Armstrong Recht hat, wenn 
er die Vorstellung, von Himmel könne Böses kommen, als 
ungriechisch bezeichnet. Ungriechisch ist aber nicht etwa die 
Astrologie als solche; ungriechisch ist nur der Gedanke, die 
Sterne könnten Böses verursachen, und gegen solche Vorstellun- 
gen wendet sich Plotin in seiner Schrift II 3 [52] ei not «à 
Katee. 

M. Puech: ፲1 ne faut pas oublier que Numénius, au grand 
scandale de Proclus, mettait les enfers dans les planétes. Proclus 
considéte que c'est une opinion absurde. Il y a des planétes, 
comme Arès ou Cronos, qui sont considérées comme maléfi- 
ques. Pour Proclus (de Malo) elles ont un double aspect: elles 
peuvent étre maléfiques ou bénéfiques. 
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M. Theiler: Oder wie dies einmal bei Plotin heisst, dieses 
Übel, das bis zu einem gewissen Grade auch von Plotin nicht 
abgeleugnet wird, ist nicht irgendwie auf mpoaípecic, also auf 
ein bóses Wollen der Gótter zurückzufübren, sondern liegt in der 
physikalischen Notwendigkeit; denn Gott kann nur Gutes wollen. 
Das ist der eigentlich griechische Gedanke seit Platon. 

M. Schwyzer : Herr Dodds hat uns mehrfach aufgefordert, mit 
ihm nicht einverstanden zu sein; aber er hat es uns schwer 
gemacht, diesem Wunsche nachzukommen. Mir scheint er Plotin 
etwas zu stark an Numenios herangerückt zu haben, wührend 
umgekehrt von Ammonios wenig übrig geblieben ist. Mit seiner 
Kritik an Heinemann, Seeberg und Langerbeck hat er entschieden 
Recht, aber auch Dórries Aufsatz ist im Negativen tiberzeugender 
als im Positiven. Ammonios scheint sich also in ein Nichts auf- 
zulósen. Demgegenüber darf man aber doch betonen, dass sich 
eines nicht aus der Welt schaffen lässt, nämlich der in der Vita 
Plotini 3, 13 überlieferte Ausruf Plotins: roßrov &Chrouv. Plotin 
stand damals im 28. Lebensjahr; elf Jahre ist er darauf bei diesem 
Lehrer geblieben. Wer einen Plotin in diesem Alter so lange zu 
fesseln wusste, muss eine Persönlichkeit von einem erstaunlichen 
Charisma gewesen sein. Ein Schatten war der historische Am- 
monios jedenfalls nicht; ein Schatten ist er nur für uns. Herr Dodds 
hat am Schluss auf die Schrift de Jongs, Plotinus of Ammonius Saccas, 
Leiden, 1941, hingewiesen, wo Ammonios aus Übereinstimmun- 
gen zwischen Origenes dem Christen und Plotin zurückgewonnen 
wird. Dieser Versuch geht allerdings davon aus, dass Porphytios 
bei Euseb. H. E. VI 19, 6 unsern Ammonios meint, wenn er sagt, 
Origenes der Christ habe bei ihm gehórt. Aber auch wenn 
diese Nachricht nicht auf unsern Ammonios geht, kónnte es sich 
lohnen, die Untersuchungen de Jongs weiterzutreiben; einige 
der Übereinstimmungen, die er gefunden hat, sind nämlich 
überraschend. Ob allerdings bei solchen Parallelen Ammonios 
herauskommen wird, ist alles andere als sicher. Die Gemeinsam- 
keiten zwischen Origenes dem Christen und Plotin kónnen sich 
nämlich ebensogut als platonische Schultradition herausstellen. 
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M. Theiler: Die letzte Bemerkung wird leider sehr ernst zu 
nehmen sein; es ist mit einem grossen Stück vorneuplatonischer 
Schultradition zu rechnen, die für Origenes von grösserer Wich- 
tigkeit ist, als Ammonios. Es sei denn, dass Ammonios nur ein 
Organ dieser Schultradition ist; aber das ist gerade das Un- 
wahrscheinliche. Denn « diesen suchte ich» (Vita Plotini 3) lässt 
erwarten, dass es ein anderer Mann war als die dutzendweise 
herumlaufenden Philosophen. 

M. Harder: Origenes und Plotin sind gleichsam die zwei 
Fussschenkel des Stammbaums, det bei Ammonios zusammen- 
liuft. Das ethellt aus einer viel zu wenig beachteten Schrift: ich 
meine die des Gregorios Thaumaturgos — eine Quelle ersten 
Ranges! Die Parallele zu Plotin liegt auf der Hand; die beiden 
waten nicht nur Zeitgenossen; auch Gregorius fand einen (näm- 
lich den Origenes), den er zuvor garnicht finden wollte. Davon 
berichtet die erhaltene Schtift; sie stammt aus dem Archiv des 
Origenes, ist erhalten bei Eusebios, und ihr liegt die Abschiedsrede 
zu Grunde, die Gregorios gehalten hat, als er aus dem Unterricht 
des Origenes ausschied. Das ist nun ein cursus completus dessen, was 
dort gelehrt wurde — und zwar ganz wesentlich Philosophie. 
Hier kommt viel zum Ausdruck, was Sie, meine Herren, vorplo- 
tinisch nennen würden — vieles freilich in banaler Form, denn 
der Redner ist seiner Aufgabe nicht ganz gewachsen. Aber dessen 
ungeachtet findet sich hier vieles (sowohl den Umständen nach, 
wie der Art des Schullebens nach, wie aber auch der Lehre nach), 
was sich unmittelbar neben Plotin stellen lässt. Und das würde 
ja nun den Ammonios völlig in den Vorneuplatonismus hinein- 
beziehen. 

M. Theiler: Dann wäre Ammonios auch ein solcher Tradi- 
tionalist gewesen, was wir nicht gern glauben. 

M. Harder: An die Überlieferung haben sich auch Origenes 
und sein Schüler Gregorios geklammert: Von diesem begeisterten 
Schüler wird ja immer wieder betont, wie alt das alles ist, was 
die Lehre umfasst. Im übrigen wird dort das Besondere, das 
völlig Eigenartige seiner Lehre und seines vorbildlichen Lebens 
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ganz grossartig geschildert; beide Gesichtspunkte sind durchaus 
vereinbar. 

P. Cilento: Una breve parola ancora su Ammonio: «er ist 
für uns ein grosser Schatten» (Theiler, Plotin und die antike 
Philosophie, in Mus. Helv. 1, 215). Quanto al suo insegnamento, 
che impressiond il giovane Plotino, non possiamo creder né a 
Ierocle che, ai tempi di Proclo, lo « otigenizza», né al vescovo 
Nemesio di Emesa che lo «noumenizza». Meglio à, come é 
stato detto, duplicare Ammonio, anche a costo di darli entrambi 
maestri ad Origene, il cristiano: avremmo cosi un Ammonio 
teologo, quallo di Eusebio, e il porfiriano, non scrivente, Ammo- 
nio, una specie di Socrate alessandrino, l'Uomo che Plotino final- 
mente trovó. Come nel caso dei due Origene — che Cadiou vuole 
ancora ridurre a una sola persona e Daniélou giustamente dis- 
tingue — a me sembra di vedere in tali problemi che la storia 
rinnova sempre senza risolvere mai, il passaggio insensibile delle 
dottrine e delle fedi in cui & il fascino più grande del neoplato- 
nismo. Ond’ che si arriva dall'uno all'altro Ammonio, dall’uno 
alPaltto Origene, o, per estrema concessione, dall'uno all'altro 
momento dello stesso unico Ammonio o, più difficilmente, dello 
stesso, unico Origene, nella continuità dialettica della umana 
daimonia: desinunt ista, non pereunt. Yn questo senso e in questo 
limite accetto la patola «Wundermann» che corre, espressa o 
tifiutata nel confronto di Ammonio, nel dialogo Dodds-Dôrrie. 
Ammonio è, si, un « uomo maraviglioso», ma solo teoricamente 
tale, nell'ambito della « Contemplazione» e della « Daimonia» 
plotiniana. Occorte staccare questa maravigliosa umana saggezza 
dalla pratica teurgica, ierofantica, popolare. Mi ripugna credere 
che si tratti di un autore di prodigi sul tipo di Apollonio di 
Tiana, Come l’avrebbe potuto e cercate e trovare e amare Plotino, 
ch'é cosi severo nel voler restare sempre entro i limiti dell'uma- 
nità e del pensiero e che percid rimprovera agli gnostici quel loro 
Éo voü receiv? Ho sempre trovato un contrasto tra la parola 
severa delle Enneadi — in cui è la verace vita di Plotino — e la 
Vita Plotini, in cui è piuttosto la mente, già un po’ superstiziosa 
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e perciò predisposta al futuro fanatismo antictistiano di Porfirio. 
Non mi riferisco naturalmente a Porfirio filologo che rispetto; 
e non sospetto neppure di Porfirio come storico. Temo solo le 
sue interpretazioni e i suoi giudizi, E la storia & giudizio. Quanto 
a Numenio, io sono d'accordo con le conclusioni di Puech nel 
suo Numénius et les théologies orientales au He siècle (Mélanges Bidez, 
Bruxelles 1934, IL, pp. 746-778). 

M. Theiler : Pater Cilento hat mit südlicher Wárme gesprochen, 
gleichsam ein Genosse von Ammonios und von Plotin, der 
ungefahr in seiner Vaterstadt eine Platonopolis gründen wollte. 
Irgendwie ist also der Geist dieser Alten noch lebendig bei ibm 
am Golf von Neapel. Nun es ist auch meine Meinung, und sie 
ist so schon zum Ausdruck gekommen, dass Plotin ein Eiland 
ist, das im Strom des so merkwiirdigen gnostischen Geistes 
herausragt, und dass etwa Porphyrios nach dem Tode des Plotin 
gleichsam in diesen Strom zurückgesunken ist. Das Letzte konnte 
nicht einmal der nächste Schüler des Plotin ganz verstehen, und 
möglicherweise verstehen wir es besser, als selbst ein Porphyrios. 
Ja die Art, wie auch sonst die Schüler, Amelios und andere, das 
Erbe Plotins weiterverwalteten, ist nicht einnehmend für den 
Geist dieser Epigonen. Es liegt in Plotin etwas Besonderes, der 
Zeit im letzten Sinn nicht voll Verständliches. Die Zeit schätzte 
zwat die Philosophie als den Weg zur Reinheit und Gottbeschau- 
ung in Konkurrenz mit der bestenfalls noch etwas tieferen 
Theurgie und Magie, wie das etwa bei Jamblich in Erscheinung 
tritt, Bei Plotin fassen wir ein leise herablassendes Dulden dieser 
Praktiken in seinem Kreise: sie zu pflegen ist immer noch besser 
als Materialist zu sein. Im ganzen stand er darüber. Um gewisse 
Erscheinungen zu deuten, braucht er zwar den Ausdruck Magie 
öfters auch, aber in einem viel wissenschaftlicherem Sinne, der 
auf ältere griechische Behandlung der Probleme zurückweist. 
Ich glaube, die klare Abtrennung des Ammonios von Geistern 
wie Apollonios von Tyana ist durchaus berechtigt und meine 
zu hören, dass Herr Dértie die einst etwas bewusst übersteigerte 
Auffassung des Ammonios als eines Wundermanns nicht mehr so 
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aufrecht hält. Ein grosser Mann wird Ammonios gewesen sein, 
wie auch Plotin, von den meisten nicht voll verstanden. 

P. Henry: Dans les discussions de ce matin et dans celles de 
cet après-midi, on a cité le fameux passage de Plotin de V 4 [7], 
2,18 sur la cuvatcOyorg: on a souligné deux fois que c'est un 
passage des premiers traités, et M. Schwyzer a apporté au dossier 
V 1 [10], 7, 12, également un des tout premiers traités. Mais 
Pexpression que M. Dodds a citée, bnepvémoc, se trouve dans 
VI 8 [39], 16, c'est-à-dire un traité de la maturité, J'admets bien 
qu'il vient dans un passage qui est considéré par Plotin comme 
incorrect. Mais, quand vous analysez les deux passages VI 8, 16 
et V 4,2 parallèlement vous voyez qu'ils sont rédigés tous les 
deux avec la méme précision, avec l'adjonction du correctif 
otov et en VI 8, 16 avec le rappel que PUn est au-dessus de l'Etre 
et de la Pensée. Je ne crois donc pas que l'on puisse faire de cette 
idée d'une certaine conscience de PUn, un reste de l'influence de 
Numénius, dont Plotin se serait détaché plus tard; je ne crois 
donc pas qu'il y ait lieu de voir ici un développement chronolo- 
gique de la pensée de Plotin. 

M. Dodds: 1 do not disagree. But I suppose that in a way 
the ghost of Numenius haunted Plotinus all his life because they 
were the same unsettled and in the end insoluble problems which 
both men had attempted to deal with. And this is one of them, 
this question of the kind of consciousness one can assign to the 
highest God. 

P. Henry: A mon avis VI 8, 16 est l'équivalent de V 4, 2. 
Yrepvénoic de VI 8 correspond à peu près à V 4, 2, 18 iv vonoei 
érépoc à ré Thy vod vénoiv, de méme èyphyopotç de VI 8 à 
ouvatoßmoıs de V 4. Et méme, des deux côtés, nous avons 
F'identité de l'acte et du sujet, en VI 8 éypyyopats obx ፳እእህ üvroc 
Tod éypyyopdtog comme en V 4 4$ xatavdnarg abroad adrd. 
Dans les deux textes il y a le méme otov, l'un devant ouvatodnaız, 
Pautre devant éyphyopatc. Et, dans le passage de VI 8, dans 
un passage déclaré incorrect et non technique, tout de suite aprés 
Pimage du «réveil» et de De hyperconscience» il y a la reprise 
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du théme classique de la via negativa et de l'absolue transcendance: 
jj 85 éyonyopols Zeg enéxewa Tic 006125 xal vod xol Cos 
Éuppovoc. Je crois donc que les deux textes, chronologiquement 
distants et dont l'un serait correct, l'autre non, nous présentent 
en fait la méme technique. 

M. Theiler : Nit müssen da Herrn Schwyzers Vortrag erwarten. 

P. Henry: Oui, mais je le signalais ici parce que nos discus- 
sions auraient pu donner l'impression que V 4, 2 et V 1, 7 conte- 
naient un reste de théories de Numénius, que Plotin aurait ensuite 
abandonnées. Je ne crois pas que ce soit exact. 

M. Dodds: Even granting that one could discover some 
residuum of matter common to Plotinus and Origen and appa- 
rently absent from earlier tradition, we have still to reckon with 
possible lost sources. I think that any one who undertakes this 
comparison must also compare Porphyry's list of authors read 
in the seminar of Plotinus with his list of those whom in his 
opinion Origen the Christian had read (apud Eus., H. E., 6, 19,8); 
the two lists have names in common, notably Numenius. An 
example will make the point clear. M. Puech suggested that we 
could infer something for Ammonius’ theology from the fact 
that Origen calls God ovg 7) vos. But both these terms are 
applied to the First God by Numenius; and Origen had certainly 
read Numenius, whom he cites several times. I do not see how 
to decide whether Origen's soutce here is Ammonius or Nume- 
nius ot both, — As to the conflict of evidence between Porphyry 
and Eusebius about Ammonius and Origen (H. E. 6, 19), more 
than one solution of this puzzle is in principle possible. In a 
note to my papet (p. 5o n. 1) I have stated what seems to me the 
simplest and most economical hypothesis; but I recognise that 
more complicated theories, including that of Mr. Dórrie, cannot 
be excluded. 

As to Numenius and Plotinus, I set out to find connecting 
links, with the result that I have perhaps a little overstressed the 
relationship and not said enough about the differences. Mr. ‘Theiler 
put his finger on one very important difference, namely that so 
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far as we know Numenius is quite without the characteristic 
Plotinian movement of rpöodog and émtotpogy. Of course 
Numenius may have had it; we judge him from fragments. But 
itis missing in what we know of him, so that to us his system 
appears relatively dead and static, whereas that of Plotinus pulses 
with a peculiar and characteristic life. Nevertheless tbere is 
sufficient evidence that Plotinus had read Numenius rather care- 
fully (as is indeed obvious from the Viza), and also that in his 
early work he starts from an interpretation of the Timaeus which 
is not very different from that of Numenius, though he later 
abandoned it. 

I gathered that Mr. Puech would now be willing to describe 
the xepi tåyaðoð of Numenius as a «pagan gnosis». My own 
feeling is that this is a little onesided. It leaves out of account 
the strong Pythagorean element in Numenius: he proclaims 
Pythagoras as his master (test. 30, fragm. 1 Leemans), and the 
eatlier authors who quote him always refer to him as « the Pytha- 
gorean». And I feel there is a very great difference in style 
between the works of Numenius and such Gnostic writings as 
I have come across. Numenius seems to me to write as a pro- 
fessor of Greek philosophy; if occasionally he breaks into a 
passage such as the one I compared with the Chaldaean oracle, 
this at once strikes the reader as exceptional In the repl 
ፔፅፕ።069 he follows the tradition of the Greek philosophical 
dialogue; and his other work, the lectures on the history of 
Platonism, is quite clearly a professorial course with the usual 
professorial jokes. In neither do we find the atmosphere of 
private revelation that one senses in most Gnostic works, Of 
course the Gnostic influence is there; but I should have called it, 
on the whole, a marginal influence. 


